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This research challenges the common notion that people always feel good after helping 
others. Using a cross-cultural lens, it refines our understanding of previously documented 
emotional boost after helping. Helping others in individualistic cultures has been 
conceptualized more as a choice (vs. obligation), whereas in collectivistic cultures it is 
conceptualized more as an obligation (vs. choice). Previous literature on the emotional 
consequences of helping behavior, however, has not considered these culturally distinct 
conceptualizations. I argue that these culturally shaped conceptualizations of helping 
behavior (choice vs. obligation) will underlie distinct emotional outcomes that vary as a 
function of an individual’s cultural orientation. Further, I demonstrate how these emotional 
outcomes may be reflected in subsequent consumer behaviors (e.g., advertisement 
evaluations and music preferences), suggesting that these emotional consequences are 
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Imagine that you are sitting on a subway train that is packed with people—it takes 
about 40 minutes to get home, and therefore, you feel very lucky to be seated. However, you 
suddenly see a person who seems awfully tired and decide to give a seat to that person. Why 
would you feel compelled to help him/her? How would you feel afterwards? Previous work 
on emotional outcomes of helping behavior has suggested that helping others improves 
people’s moods. This effect is called “helper’s high” (Luks, 1988). Building on this seminal 
finding, researchers have repeatedly shown that helping others produces feelings of joy and 
happiness (Batson, 1990; Dunn, Aknin & Norton, 2008). Various kinds of pro-social 
behaviors such as volunteering and donation can decrease depression and enhance 
psychological well-being (Greenfield & Marks, 2004; Musick & Wilson, 2003; Penner, 
Dovidio, Piliavin & Schroeder, 2005). Researchers have also found that people in older adult 
populations experience greater life satisfaction when they perform altruistic behaviors (Dulin 
& Hill, 2003; Liang, Krause & Bennett, 2001; Morrow-Howell, Hinterlonh, Rozario & Tang, 
2003). These findings suggest that helping others can bring emotional benefits to the helpers.  
However, this stream of research is mostly conducted with Western samples. Cultural 
variability has not been considered in these findings. In Western countries such as the United 
States and Canada, people put a strong emphasis on “exercising personal preferences” in 
making choices, such as the decision to help others. However, models of agency are different 
in other cultural contexts. In Asian models of agency, being responsive to the expectations of 
others, imposed ill as a freely chosen behavior in individualistic cultures (Miller, Bersoff & 
Harwood, 1990; Gardner, Gabriel & Lee, 1999, Oyserman, Sakamoto & Lauffer, 1998). 
Together, these findings suggest that cultural differences exist within conceptualizations of 
helping behavior.   
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Based on previous findings in cross-cultural research, I theorize that helping others 
does not always make the helper feel good. Instead, such a boost in mood after helping others 
depends on one’s cultural orientation. Specifically, I argue that people who have cultural 
values that emphasize sociability and benevolence will not experience mood improvement 
after helping others. I also assert that differences in mood outcomes after helping behavior 
depend on conceptualizations of helping (choice vs. obligation). Finally, I demonstrate how 
such emotional outcomes of helping behavior impact subsequent consumer behavior (e.g., 
music preference, tipping at a restaurant).  
This research makes several theoretical contributions to the literature on pro-social 
behavior and on cross-cultural differences. I extend existing work on pro-social behavior 
(Shang, Reed, & Croson 2008; White & Peloza ,2009; Winterich, Mittal, & Ross, 2009; 
Winterich, Mittal, &Aquino, 2013) by suggesting that cultural orientation should be 
considered as an important factor affecting the emotional outcomes of helping others. I 
further identify underlying mechanisms of the phenomenon based on cross-cultural research 
(i.e., the agency model). Further, I suggest managerial implications by demonstrating how the 
mood experienced after a helping behavior impacts the helper’s subsequent advertisement 
evaluation and music preference (Lee, Andrade & Palmer, 2013). 
In the remainder of the paper, I first review various benefits for helpers and focus on 
culture as an antecedent of different conceptualizations of helping to provide theoretical 
support for our predictions and develop my hypotheses. Next, I demonstrate the 
consequences of emotional outcomes of helping on consumer behavior. From this review, I 
develop a theoretical framework to describe the link between culture and emotional outcomes 
of helping and address the implications for consumer behavior. I provide an overview of 
empirical studies to provide evidence for my hypotheses. Finally, I discuss the implications 
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2.1 Various Benefits for Helpers 
Helping behavior can be defined as behavior that is intended to benefit another 
individual without expectations of future rewards (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Krebs & Miller, 
1985; Piliavin & Charng, 1990). Helping behavior can take various forms, such as giving a 
seat to an elderly person on the subway, as described in the Introduction. Holding a door for 
another person, comforting a heartbroken friend, donating money to charity, and providing 
shelter to the homeless can all be considered helping behaviors. Although helping is aimed to 
benefit the recipient, this does not preclude benefits to the helper. These benefits can be 
largely divided into three types: physical health benefits, mental health benefits and 
emotional benefits. I review the three types of benefits below.  
 
Physical Health Benefits 
Helping can be beneficial for one’s physical health in various ways. First, helping can 
lower one’s mortality. A longitudinal study that monitored 423 older couples for a 5-year 
period revealed that providing instrumental help to others, such as helping with 
transportation, errands, shopping and housework, was associated with lower mortality 
(Brown, Nesse, Vinokur, & Smith, 2003). In the study, receiving support was not associated 
with reduced mortality. The results suggest that providing, but not receiving, help can 
influence longevity. Also, findings from a study with 2,025 community-dwelling residents of 
Marin County, California, suggest that individuals who volunteered for two or more 
organizations as compared to non-volunteers showed a 63% lower likelihood of dying during 
the study period (1990-1991) (Oman, Thoresen, & McMahon, 1999).  
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Spending money on others (vs. spending money on oneself) can also be particularly 
beneficial for cardiovascular health (Whillans, Dunn, Sandstrom, Dickerson, & Madden, 
2016). In the study, participants were instructed to spend $40 either on other people or 
themselves each week for three consecutive weeks in a 6-week study period. Participants 
who spent money on others (vs. themselves) showed both lower systolic and lower diastolic 
blood pressure. Also, giving social support is negatively associated with depression and stress 
as well as blood pressure and heart rate (Piferi & Lawler, 2006).  
Interestingly, pro-social spending (e.g., donating money to a charity) can increase 
one’s physical strength as well (Gray, 2010). Participants who donated money to a charity 
(e.g., UNICEF) as compared to those who did not held a 5lb. weight 7 seconds longer (Gray, 
2010). These findings altogether suggest that individuals can be healthier physically by 
helping others.  
The aforementioned research focused on the impact of helping on specific aspects of 
one’s physical health, but other research reveals that helping can improve the helper’s overall 
health. A survey with 1,118 older adults in Brooklyn, New York revealed that there is a 
positive relationship between giving help to others and overall health, such as lessened sleep 
disorders (Brown, Consedine, & Magai, 2005). The more resources (material or emotional 
support) they gave to others, the better the health the older adults reported. In line with this 
finding, those who volunteered about four hours per week as compared to non-volunteers 
were less likely to develop high blood pressure, and more likely to exhibit enhanced 
psychological well-being (e.g., having purpose in life) and physical activity (e.g., 
participating in vigorous or moderate sports or activities) (Sneed & Cohen, 2013).  
 These findings are mostly focused on the impact of helping on a helper’s physical 
health. However, there are various mental health benefits for helpers.  
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Mental Health Benefits 
First, helping others can be beneficial for individuals who undergo severe negative 
life experiences. For example, findings from a study using archival data suggest that 
providing instrumental support to others (e.g., help with transportation/errands/shopping or 
child care) alleviated depressive symptoms of individuals grieving a spousal loss (Brown, 
Brown, House, & Smith, 2008). Similarly, a study with elderly people revealed that having 
concern for the welfare of others is negatively associated with feelings of depression and 
hopelessness among elderly persons (Miller, Denton, & Tobacyk, 1986). Also, writing a 
supportive note to a friend in need (vs. writing about a neutral topic) can ameliorate the effect 
of a psychosocial stressor, as shown in reduced stress-related responses (Inagaki & 
Eisenberger, 2016). These findings suggest that helping others can help one cope with severe 
mental health problems such as grief, depression and hopelessness.  
Besides coping with severe mental health problems, helping can improve the helper’s 
mental health, such as by strengthening interpersonal relationships. For example, providing 
support to a romantic partner can also increase feelings of social connection with that partner 
(Inagaki & Eisenberger, 2012). In the experiment, holding a partner’s arm while the partner 
experiences physical pain as compared to holding a ball increased participants’ perceived 
effectiveness of their own support to their partners and the degree to which they felt 
connected/supportive.  
Schoolchildren also seem to be more mentally healthy when they behave in a pro-
social manner. A correlational study with schoolchildren revealed that pro-social tendency, 
which refers to likelihood to demonstrate cooperative manner (e.g., “I share things with 
others.”), is associated with greater well-being such as happiness, self-esteem, and liking for 
school among schoolchildren (Rigby & Slee, 1993). In the study, happiness was measured 
with a pictorial representation of seven faces that expressed various degrees of happiness 
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(Andrews & Withey, 1976), self-esteem was measured with Rosenberg’s (1986) self-esteem 
measure, and liking for school was examined with a four-item measure developed by 
researchers (e.g., “I enjoy being at this school”). The study suggests that schoolchildren 
become more well-adjusted as their pro-social tendency increases. Similarly, there was a 
positive relationship between the self-report tendency to give social support and perceived 
self-efficacy, self-esteem, and received social support from others (Piferi & Lawler, 2006).  
Another study compared the impact of engaging in an act of kindness toward others 
(e.g., perform three nice things for others the following day) with the impact of engaging in 
act of kindness toward the self (e.g., perform three acts of kindness toward themselves the 
following day) on well-being in three aspects (Nelson, Layous, Cole & Lyubomirksy, 2016). 
A 14-item measure was used in the study to measure emotional well-being (e.g., “How often 
did you feel happy?”), psychological well-being (e.g., “How often did you feel that you liked 
most aspects of your personality?”) and social well-being (“How often did you feel that you 
belonged to a community/social group?”). The results revealed that engaging in an act of 
kindness toward others (vs. toward self) results in greater well-being that encompasses 
emotional, psychological and social aspects. Also, pro-social behavior had a marginally 
positive impact on emotions that were measured with the nine-item Affect-Adjective Scale 
(Diener & Emmons, 1984). Although Nelson and colleagues (2016) found a marginally 
significant impact of helping on emotions, there have been a number of previous works that 
looked into various emotional benefits of helping others.1 There seem to be various physical 
and mental benefits for helpers, as I have reviewed. However, the focus of my current 
research is emotional benefits of helping. I next review emotional benefits of helping, and 
discuss the gap in current literature.  
																																																								
1	In this research, I use the terms mood, emotion and feeling interchangeably (Baas, De Dreu, 




In a study with more than 1,700 volunteers, these volunteers reported experiencing 
positive physical and emotional changes after helping others (Luks, 1988). Based on this, 
Luks (1988) named this experience the “helper’s high”—a heightened feeling of well-being 
or elation after helping others that is similar to “runner’s high.”   
After this seminal work, researchers repeatedly documented that people who help 
others experience greater feelings of happiness (Dunn et al., 2008; Ellison 1991; Krueger, 
Hicks, & McGue, 2001; Lyubomirsky, Tkach, & Sheldon, 2004). For example, Lyubomirsky, 
Tkach, and Sheldon (2004, cited in Lyubomirsky, Sheldon, & Schkade, 2005) found that 
committing random acts of kindness can make people happy for several weeks. To be 
specific, those who committed five random acts of kindness a week for six weeks as 
compared to those who did not were significantly happier (Lyubomirsky et al., 2004). Much 
research on emotional benefits of helping has looked into happiness after helping.   
The aforementioned research on emotional benefits of helping has primarily focused 
on the benefit of happiness. However, another stream of research (e.g., Nelson et al., 2016; 
Weinstein & Ryan, 2010) has examined a wide range of both positive and negative moods 
after helping, utilizing the Emmons Mood Indicator (Diener & Emmons, 1984). The Emmons 
Mood Indicator (Diener & Emmons, 1984) captures both positive (joyful, happy, pleased, 
and enjoyment/fun) and negative (worried/anxious, depressed, frustrated, angry/hostile, and 
unhappy) affect items.  
Notably, when closely looking into the finding by Weinstein and Ryan (2010), one 
can see that helpers tend to experience a boost in their mood only when they have 
autonomously participated in the pro-social act and not when participation is compulsory. In 
one experiment (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010), participants played a dictator game, in which one 
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player can distribute funds and another can only accept or reject the money offered. All 
participants were placed in the role of distributing funds. However, participants in a choice 
condition were given the freedom to allocate funds autonomously. In contrast, participants in 
a non-autonomous condition were instructed to give a specific amount of money to another 
person. The results showed that participants who willfully distributed funds experienced 
better mood after making a higher donation versus a lower donation to another player, 
whereas those who were instructed to distribute a certain amount experienced worse mood 
after a higher donation to another player. This suggests that only those who willfully 
participate in pro-social behavior experience greater emotional well-being afterwards.  
 
Emotional benefits through the lens of culture 
It is important to note that the extant literature on the emotional (or mood) outcomes 
of helping is primarily based on Americans (e.g., Ellison, 1991; Krueger et al., 2001), who 
tend to conceptualize helping as a choice rather than as an obligation (Miller et al., 1990). For 
example, Dunn et al., (2008) surveyed 632 Americans and reported a significant correlation 
between money spent on others and general happiness. Also, a large longitudinal data set on 
altruism and depression included only African-Americans and non-African-Americans 
(Musick & Wilson, 2003). In other words, most previous studies on the relationship between 
helping and emotional well-being have reflected only limited cultural variability because 
either the results were based on samples taken solely from the American population, paying 
little attention to variance in an individual’s cultural orientation, or the studies compared only 
a subset of ethnic or racial demographic distinctions.  
That said, there have been some efforts in previous literature to investigate cultural 
differences in emotional benefits of pro-social behavior. For example, Aknin et al. (2013) 
investigated the emotional benefits of pro-social spending at a country level and compared 
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countries that vary in terms of wealth (e.g., Uganda, India, the U.S.). They found that 
expending for others (vs. self) yields greater happiness across wealthy and poor countries. 
Although this provides valuable insight into the country-level generalizability of emotional 
benefits that pro-social spending brings, the scope of the present research is different. In this 
research, I examine differences in mood outcomes of helping as a function of an individual’s 
level of cultural orientation, and build upon a recently proposed distinction between 
horizontal and vertical cultural orientations.  
Conceptualizations of helping seem to vary by cultural contexts (Miller et al., 1990; 
Miller & Luthar, 1989; Miller et al., 1990; Miller & Bersoff, 1992). However, it is still 
unknown whether individuals who are culturally shaped to value equality and relationships 
with others will also experience a boost in their mood after helping. Building on the above-
mentioned distinction between horizontal and vertical cultural orientations within 
collectivism and individualism, I make a refined prediction that emotional outcomes of 
helping will vary as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism (HC). 
Specifically, I hypothesize that the previously documented “helper’s high” will apply only to 
individuals low in HC, and that individuals high in HC will not experience such a boost in 
mood after helping others. Furthermore, I investigate implications for consumer behavior by 
looking into how post-helping advertisement evaluations and music preferences reflect such 
culturally distinct emotional outcomes. In the next section, I review literature on cultural 







2.2 Culture and Helping 
Cultural Differences in Conceptualizations of Helping  
The way people regard helping seems to vary by their cultural contexts. People in 
collectivistic cultures, who view themselves in terms of relationships with others (e.g., 
Indians), treat responsiveness to the needs of others as a fundamental moral commitment, 
whereas people in individualistic cultures, who view themselves as distinct from others (e.g., 
Americans), view beneficence concerns against the competing value of individual freedom of 
choice (Dumont, 1965; Lukes 1973). Research conducted with Americans has challenged the 
claim that interpersonal responsiveness and care are conceptualized in fully moral terms 
(Higgins, Ruble, & Hartup,1983; Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, J& Lieberman, 1983; Nunner-
Winkler, 1984). These findings suggest that there are two different views on helping – choice 
and obligation.  
Helping is conceptualized more as a personal choice in individualistic cultures, 
whereas it is conceptualized more as an obligation in collectivistic cultures (Miller et al., 
1990; Miller & Luthar, 1989; Miller & Bersoff, 1992). Miller and colleagues extensively 
compared individuals in collectivistic cultures with those in individualistic cultures in regard 
to their response to interpersonal responsibilities and morality. Indians, as an example of 
individuals in collectivistic cultures, are more likely to regard meeting interpersonal 
responsibilities in moral terms (e.g., It is a duty to help others.), whereas Americans and other 
people in individualistic cultures consider meeting interpersonal responsibilities in personal 
terms (e.g., It is a matter of choice to help others.) (Miller & Luthar, 1989). 
People in collectivistic cultures also seem to have a broader and more stringent 
view of social responsibilities than those in individualistic cultures. To be specific, Indians 
are more likely to perceive responding to needs of friends and strangers as an obligation than 
do Americans (note: no significant cultural difference emerged in the perception of degree of 
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obligation to help family members) (Miller et al., 1990). Furthermore, Americans tend to 
believe they have to help only those whom they like, whereas Indians tend to perceive moral 
responsibility to help others regardless of whether they like the help recipient (Miller & 
Bersoff, 1992).    
Also, whereas Indians and Americans show little difference in helping others in life-
threatening situations, Indians more frequently categorized helping others in non-extreme 
situations as morally required behaviors than did Americans (Miller et al., 1990). Replicating 
the findings of Miller et al. (1990), Gardner, Gabriel and Lee (1999) found that individuals 
whose interdependent selves were made salient as compared to those whose independent 
selves were made salient considered helping a friend in non-extreme situations (i.e., giving a 
friend a direction to an art store) to be more of an obligation than a personal choice. Taken 
together, these findings suggest that individuals in collectivistic cultures tend to regard 
helping more as a behavior that one must engage in, whereas those in individualistic cultures 
tend to regard it as an optional behavior one chooses to engage in. Thus, helping will be more 
internalized as an expectation among individuals in collectivistic cultures than among those 
in individualistic cultures.  
Indeed, individuals in collectivistic cultures (e.g., Indians) seem to have internalized 
social expectations to help others more strongly than those in individualistic cultures (e.g., 
Americans) (Miller, Das, & Chakravarthy, 2011). Indians seemed to be equally satisfied after 
helping others whether the helping was weakly socially expected or strongly socially 
expected. Americans, however, showed greater satisfaction after helping others when they 
were weakly expected to help others than when they were strongly expected to help others. 
Also, interestingly, whereas Indians indicated an equally high responsibility to help family, 
friends and strangers, Americans showed a diminished feeling of responsibility to help 
strangers. Americans indicated higher personal values as a reason to help a stranger, whereas 
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Indians showed no difference in the level of values they perceived in helping a stranger 
versus a family member. Furthermore, satisfaction was higher when helping a stranger versus 
a family member for Americans, while Indians reported the same level of satisfaction 
regardless of whom they had helped. These findings suggest that people in collectivistic 
cultures have deeply internalized social expectation to help others, regardless of the 
relationship status with a help recipient, as compared to those in individualistic cultures.   
These findings altogether suggest that helping is akin to everyday behavior that 
individuals habitually engage in for those in collectivistic cultures, whereas it is more of an 
optional behavior that individuals choose to engage in for those in individualistic cultures. 
This suggests that helping is an automatic behavior more for individuals in collectivistic 
cultures than for those in individualistic cultures.  
To be specific, individuals in collectivistic cultures will be likely to engage in 
helping automatically, even when they are not required to help. Thus, helping as a choice (vs. 
obligation) will have little subsequent impact on these individuals. On the other hand, 
individuals in individualistic cultures will be less likely to engage in helping automatically, 
because they will be more likely to consider helping optional. Because helping is an 
automatic behavior for individuals in collectivistic cultures, I argue that a person’s 
conceptualization of helping as a choice (vs. obligation) will matter primarily to those in 
individualistic cultures rather than to those in collectivistic cultures. I build on the 
automaticity literature to support my argument.   
 
Cultural Differences in Automaticity of Prosocial Behavior  
Various factors shape our behaviors unconsciously; one of them is culture (Dennett, 
1991; Bargh & Morsella, 2008). People acquire cultural knowledge (e.g., cultural norms and 
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values) to behave in their context appropriately without consciously putting effort into it 
(Dennett, 1991). Culture also seems to influence individuals’ engagement in helping.     
Engaging in helping seems to be more automatic in certain cultural contexts (Wong & 
Hong, 2005). For example, bicultural individuals (e.g., Chinese-American) primed with 
culture that emphasizes relationships with others (e.g., exposed to a Chinese dragon and a 
person performing kung fu) as compared to those primed with cultural icons that emphasize 
self as distinct from others (e.g., exposed to the American flag and a scene showing an 
American football game) were more likely to cooperate with friends in the Prisoner’s 
Dilemma game (Wong & Hong, 2005). This finding suggests that a cultural cue can activate 
cultural norms (e.g., help others) among individuals without their awareness, and that 
individuals in cultural contexts that emphasize relationships with others as compared to those 
in cultural contexts that emphasize the self as distinct from others will be more likely to 
engage in helping others without thinking of it as a choice.  
A large set of literature also suggests that behaviors in which people engage 
frequently can be triggered by subtle cues. For example, habitual behaviors can be 
automatically triggered among individuals when a goal is activated in individuals’ minds 
(Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000). In an experiment, participants who habitually use a bicycle as 
compared to those who use different traveling methods (e.g., walking) responded 
significantly faster to indicate “cycling” is a method of travel when the goal of traveling had 
been activated in their minds (e.g., they read sentences that contained travel goals) (Aarts & 
Dijksterhuis, 2000).  For people in cultural contexts that emphasize relationships with others, 
helping will be akin to a daily habitual behavior which they frequently engage in. Thus, when 
they encounter opportunities to help others, they will automatically engage in doing so. 
Supporting my argument, simply encountering a situation associated with goals can 
automatically activate a goal and trigger individuals to pursue the goal when they have 
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pursued a certain goal in a particular situation repeatedly (Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, 
Barndollar, & Troetschel, 2001). For example, in one of their experiments (Bargh et al., 
2001), participants were either primed or not primed with cooperation, and the goal was 
made either conscious or not conscious to them. The results revealed that the priming of 
participants with cooperation influenced these participants even when the goal was not made 
conscious to them. Although participants could have performed the task in a competitive 
manner, participants primed with a cooperation goal and whose goal was not made salient 
showed no difference in the degree of cooperative behavior as compared to those who were 
primed with a cooperation goal and for whom the goal was made salient. 
These findings altogether suggest that helping is akin to a daily habitual behavior for 
people in cultural contexts that emphasize relationships with others. For them, helping will be 
a habitual behavior they frequently engage in without being aware of it. On the other hand, 
helping will be an optional behavior for people in cultural contexts that emphasize the self as 
distinct from others. People in these cultural contexts will also be less likely to engage in a 
helping act automatically. Thus, I argue that helping as a choice (vs. obligation) will 
primarily influence people in cultural contexts that emphasize the self as distinct from others. 
Building on these cultural differences in construal of helping, I examine how emotional 
outcomes vary as a function of an individual’s cultural orientation. 
 
Horizontal Collectivism and Helping  
Previously documented cultural differences in conceptualization of helping have been 
based on studies of Americans and Indians, who are from independent and interdependent 
cultural contexts, respectively (Miller et al. 1990; Miller & Luthar 1989; Miller et al., 1990; 
Miller & Bersoff 1992). However, to examine cultural differences in emotional outcomes of 
helping, I make a more refined prediction based on a distinction between horizontal (valuing 
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equality) and vertical (emphasizing hierarchy) cultural orientations within collectivism and 
individualism (Lalwani, Shavitt, & Johnson, 2006; Shavitt, Zhang, & Johnson, 2006; Triandis 
& Gelfand, 1998). I do this because current conceptualizations of individualism and 
collectivism are broad and multidimensional (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; 
Shavitt et al., 2006; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). The vertical/horizontal distinction refers to 
the nature and importance of hierarchy in interpersonal relations (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, 
& Gelfand, 1995; Triandis, 1995; Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). 
Individuals with a vertical orientation emphasize status enhancement, whereas individuals 
with a horizontal orientation exhibit a focus on interpersonal support and common goals. 
Applying the horizontal/vertical distinction to collectivism/individualism results in four 
distinct and independent cultural orientations: Vertical Individualism (VI), Horizontal 
Collectivism (HC), Vertical Collectivism (VC), and Horizontal Individualism (HI).  
This horizontal/vertical distinction refines my prediction on cultural differences in 
emotional outcomes of helping. Instead of looking into collectivism as a whole, I focus in this 
research on the individual’s level of HC. This is because people high in HC and those high in 
VC are very different in regard to their view of other group members, even though they both 
view the self as tied to the group. People high in HC value equality and view themselves as 
equivalent to other group members, whereas people high in VC view the members of the in-
group as different from one another, particularly in regard to social status, and accept 
inequality (Singelis et al., 1995). Thus, people high in VC will not view helping the members 
of their society/group as necessary. Based on these differences in acceptance of inequality, 
focusing on collectivism may not allow us to detect cultural difference in outcomes of 
helping. Indirect evidence supports this argument. Individual differences in acceptance of 
inequality (i.e., power distance belief) predict one’s pro-social behavior (Winterich & Zhang, 
2014). Specifically, people who are high in power distance belief (i.e., people who are more 
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likely to embrace inequality) are less likely to perceive responsibility to help others and less 
likely to participate in charitable behavior. 
I focus on an individual’s level of HC primarily because HC is more associated 
with pro-social characteristics than other cultural orientations (i.e., VI, VC, HI). For example, 
people high in HC and those high in VI show a particularly stark difference with regard to 
helping behavior. When power is made salient, people high in HC are more likely to help 
others, whereas people high in VI are more likely to enhance their personal status (Torelli & 
Shavitt, 2010). To be specific, participants in one study (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010) were asked 
to imagine that they were in a powerful position (i.e., a real-estate developer) in an online 
negotiation scenario. In the hypothetical negotiation task, people high (vs. low) in HC were 
willing to pay more to a person in a low power position, presumably because they were 
concerned about the other person’s welfare. On the other hand, people high (vs. low) in VI 
were willing to pay less to a person in a lower position, presumably because they were more 
concerned with their own personal gain. No distinct patterns emerged in people high in HI or 
VC when power was made salient.  
Furthermore, cultural differences in concern for others are reflected in injunctive 
norms applied to power holders (Torelli et al., 2015). To be specific, Hispanics (those high in 
HC) tend to judge power-holders in terms of compassion, whereas Anglo Americans (those 
high in VI) tend to judge power-holders in terms of justice. These different criteria for power-
holders subsequently influence each group’s approval of power-holders and satisfaction with 
the service provided by such power-holders (e.g., physicians). These culturally-distinct 
criteria for power-holders support the idea that compassionate help is more expected in HC 
contexts than in VI contexts.  
Finally, I draw support for the pro-social characteristics of HC from Schwartz’s 
(1992) universal structure of human values. Schwartz argues that humans hold ten basic 
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values universally, and that these ten basic values form dynamic relationships; there are 
conflicts among the values. One of the conflicts is between self-enhancement (e.g., power) 
and self-transcendence (e.g., benevolence) values. Pro-social behavior is elicited only when 
individuals are high in benevolence values and low in values that oppose benevolence (i.e., 
power) (Schwartz, 1996). In one experiment (Schwartz, 1996), participants’ scores of 
benevolence and power values were split at the median (i.e., low vs. high) and divided into 
four groups. The group of people who were high in benevolence values and low in power 
values were much more likely to cooperate with others than those in the other three groups. 
Previous research has shown that HC is associated with benevolence values (Soh & Leong, 
2002). Resonating with the value associated with HC, HC predicted preference for brands 
that convey self-transcendence values (e.g., “Supporting humanitarian programs in 
developing countries because we care about building a better world.”)(Torelli, Özsomer, 
Carvalho, Keh, & Maehle, 2012). These findings, taken together suggest that people high in 
HC are relationship-oriented and are likely to view helping more as an obligation than as a 
choice.  
Previous findings on culture and pro-social behavior suggest different values underlie 
pro-social behavior in different cultural contexts, yet we still lack an understanding of 
whether helping behavior as motivated by different values results in culturally distinct 
consequences. Previous literature on emotional outcomes of helping has implicitly assumed 
an agentic view of helping. In this research, I consider that helping is a culturally construed 
act, and examine how people with different cultural orientations feel and behave after 
helping. Specifically, I hypothesize that “helper’s high” will only apply to individuals low in 
HC, and that individuals high in HC will not experience such a boost in mood after helping 
others.  
H1. People who are low in Horizontal Collectivism (HC) are more likely to 
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experience an improvement in mood after helping (vs. control) compared to people 
high in HC. 
 
Furthermore, I hypothesize that individuals low in HC will experience a boost in 
mood after helping particularly when they have conceptualized helping as a choice (vs. 
obligation). I hypothesize this for two reasons. First, it has been shown that autonomous 
helping (vs. controlled helping) increases one’s emotional well-being (Weinstein & Ryan, 
2010). Secondly, the importance of choice is more pronounced among people in cultures that 
emphasize the self as being unique than in people in cultures that emphasize relationships 
with others (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Kitayama, Snibbe, Markus, &Suzuki, 2004). 
On the other hand, I hypothesize that individuals high in HC are unlikely to 
experience such a boost in mood regardless of how they conceptualize helping (choice vs. 
obligation). Previous literature suggests that cultural differences exist in the degree to which 
helping is internalized among individuals (Miller et al., 1990; Miller & Luthar, 1989; Miller 
& Bersoff, 1992). Furthermore, helping is more of an automatic behavior that can be elicited 
by subtle cues for people in cultural contexts that emphasize relationships with others (vs. 
those in cultural contexts that emphasize self as distinct from others) (Wong & Hong, 2005). 
Thus, conceptualization of helping as a choice vs. obligation are unlikely to influence how 
people high in HC feel after helping.  
	
H2. People low in Horizontal Collectivism (HC) will be more likely to experience 
mood enhancement after helping when they conceptualize helping as a choice (vs. as an 
obligation). On the other hand, people high in HC will be less likely to experience mood 
enhancement after helping, regardless of their personal conceptualization of helping.
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2.3 Impact of Emotional Outcomes of Helping on Consumer Behavior:  
Mood-congruent Judgment 
My dissertation is also designed to examine the effects of post-helping emotions on 
downstream consumer behaviors. This examination serves multiple purposes. Firstly, instead 
of the self-report of mood, attitudinal or behavioral indicants can indirectly measure how one 
feels after helping. With self-report measures, respondents may distort their reactions or even 
unable to aware and express their feelings properly (Pashler, 2004).  Indirect measures of 
mood can avoid such problems. Secondly, investigating the impact of mood outcomes on 
consumer behavior also suggests managerial implications of our research. Findings from this 
research can potentially help marketers and managers better position their services and 
products to target consumers who have just engaged in pro-social behavior.  
To examine the effects of post-helping emotions on downstream consumer behavior, I 
build on the mood-congruent judgment literature. According to this literature, people 
interpret ambiguous information in a mood-congruent way (Forgas & Bower, 1987; Forgas, 
Bower, & Krantz, 1984; Forgas, Bower, & Moylan, 1990). For example, happy individuals as 
compared to sad individuals form more positive impressions of other persons (Forgas & 
Bower, 1987). Also, people judge their own interactions with their partners in a more positive 
manner when they are happy (vs. sad) (Forgas et al., 1984). This phenomenon is called mood 
congruence, which refers to making judgments and evaluations congruent with one’s 
emotion. This mood-congruent judgment process applies not only to person-perception 
(Forgas & Bower, 1987) but also to various other types of judgments, including performance 
evaluation of the products that they own (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978) and judgments 
of social interactions (Forgas et al., 1984) and facial expressions (Schiffenbauer, 1974). For 
example, Isen and colleagues (1978) induced a positive mood in participants by providing 
them with a free gift (vs. no free gift), and then asked them to evaluate the performance and 
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overall service record of their own automobile. Participants who received a free gift and were 
presumably in a positive mood (vs. those who did not receive such a gift) gave higher ratings 
on the performance and overall service of their own automobile. These findings suggest that 
an individual’s judgment of ambiguous stimuli can reflect how he/she feels at the moment.  
Applying mood-congruent judgment effects, I investigate how mood after helping is 
expressed in individuals’ judgments of ambiguous stimuli, such as animated characters or 
logos. Such judgments can indirectly reflect mood outcomes after helping because people 
tend to judge ambiguous stimuli according to their current mood. I theorize that people low in 
HC will evaluate ambiguous stimuli significantly more favorably after completion of a 
helping task (vs. the same task that is framed differently), whereas those high in HC will 
show less of a difference in their evaluation of ambiguous stimuli.  
 
H3. People low in Horizontal Collectivism (HC) will form significantly more 
favorable evaluations of a target object after helping (vs. control), reflecting their 
elevated mood after helping (vs. control), whereas people high in HC will show less 
of a difference in their evaluations of a target object after helping (vs. control) 
because they are less likely to experience elevation in their mood.  
 
Hedonic Contingency Model 
People not only project their mood onto their target of evaluation, but also try to 
maintain their mood if the experienced mood is positive. Individuals in a positive mood 
automatically seek out positive activities to maintain or elevate that positive mood, according 
to hedonic contingency model (Wegener & Petty, 1994; Handley, Lassiter, Nickell, & 
Herchenroeder, 2004; Lee et al., 2013). For example, Wegener and Petty (1994) showed that 
participants in a happy mood are more likely to choose to view videotapes that will make 
	 22	
them happy over videotapes that are useful or exciting, as compared to participants in a 
neutral or sad mood. This finding suggests that happy people are more strategic in their 
behaviors with the goal of maintaining their positive mood, and choose a subsequent 
behavior on the basis of the hedonic consequences of the behavior. Furthermore, people seem 
to overlearn such mood maintenance tendencies over time and automatically and non-
consciously prefer activities that are positive in valence when they are in a positive mood 
(Handley et al., 2004).   
Building on the hedonic contingency model, I argue that people low in HC, who 
presumably experience more of an emotional boost after helping, will behave in such a way 
as to maintain that emotional boost; they will be more reluctant to engage in a behavior that 
could potentially impair their positive mood. Individuals high in HC will show less 
reluctance, presumably because they will not experience a boost in mood after helping. I 
examine this idea within a music consumption context and propose the following hypothesis:  
 
H4. People low in Horizontal Collectivism (HC) will choose music in a way that will 
maintain their elevated mood after helping (vs. control), whereas people high in HC 
will show less of a difference in their music preference after helping (vs. control) 
because they are less likely to experience elevation in their mood. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
METHODOLOGY AND EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS 
First, I present Experiments 1A and 1B, which demonstrate that an emotional boost 
after a helping action primarily applies to people with a certain cultural background (H1). 
The two experiments operationalize helping behavior differently: Experiment 1A utilizes a 
real helping behavior in the experimental setting and Experiment 1B utilizes recall of a past 
episodic event.  
Experiments 2A and 2B uncover the underlying mechanism for observed differences 
in emotional outcomes of helping that vary as a function of cultural orientation (H2). To be 
specific, I hypothesize that culturally distinct conceptualizations of helping will underlie the 
observed differences in emotional outcomes of helping. Experiment 2B replicated and 
strengthened findings of Experiment 2A by using improved measures of conceptualization of 
helping. Experiments 3 and 4 explore the implications of such emotional outcomes of helping 
behavior in a consumer behavior context. Specifically, I explore the impact of emotional 
outcomes of helping on one’s advertisement evaluations (Experiment 3) (H3) and preferences 
for music (Experiment 4) (H4).  
In the Appendix, I present seven additional pilot studies. Pilot Experiment 1 lays the 
foundation for cultural differences in how people feel after helping others by demonstrating 
cultural differences in the tendency to attribute a helping act to the self. Pilot Experiment 2 
tests H3, which led to refinements in measures such as changes in a stimulus evaluation 
measure. I incorporated those changes into Experiment 3. Thus, in Experiment 3, I measured 
pre-helping mood, using different stimuli and different stimulus evaluation measures from 
those in Pilot Experiment 2. In Pilot Experiment 3, I tested whether consumers’ tipping 
amounts reflect their mood after helping such that those who experienced an emotional boost 
after helping (vs. baseline) would tip a greater amount to a server. Then, I tested whether 
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cultural differences in outcomes of helping manifest themselves in how warm individuals feel 
after helping (Pilot Experiment 4). In Pilot Experiment 5, I tested whether self-esteem 
underlies cultural differences in mood outcomes of helping. Aside from emotional outcomes 
of helping, I tested whether cultural differences exist in cognitive outcomes of helping (Pilot 
Experiment 6). Finally, in Pilot Experiment 7, I shifted my focus to outcomes of not engaging 








Participants and Design In this initial test of my hypothesis, I recruited participants from 
both the U.S. and Brazil to assure enough variance in the individual level of HC. Previous 
research has shown that Brazilians tend to score higher in HC than members of other national 
groups (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Two hundred undergraduate students (122 Women; Mage = 
20.37; one participant did not report age) were recruited from the University of Illinois 
subject pool in exchange for extra course credit. Another two hundred undergraduate students 
were recruited from Centro Universitário de Brasília (151 Women; M = 22.82). A total of 400 
undergraduate students participated in this experiment (273 Women, M = 21.60; one 
participant missed reporting age).  
Experiment 1A employed a mixed design with one manipulated factor (task: helping-
relevant versus helping-irrelevant) and a continuous variable (cultural orientation). (Note: A 
bilingual researcher in Brazil translated experimental materials into Portuguese. All of the 
procedures were the same in the U.S. and Brazil.) Participants were randomly assigned to a 
helping or control condition.  
 
Procedure First, participants completed a self-report measure of current mood (PANAS 
scale; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), which assessed the baseline moods of participants. 
The measure consisted of 10 positive mood items (e.g., proud, inspired; α = .86) and 10 
negative mood items (e.g., distressed, upset; α = .83). Then, participants completed a cultural 
orientation measure (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) and a 10-minute filler task. Upon completion 
of the filler task, participants read a fact regarding K.I.D.S. (a children’s charity). Next, all 
participants completed the same logo design task. However, half of the participants were 
randomly assigned to a helping condition, and read that designing a new logo could increase 
	 26	
awareness and engagement with charity and help the charity, K.I.D.S. The other half,who 
were randomly assigned to the control condition, read that the task was a simple auto-motor 
drawing task. Finally, they completed the Emmons Mood Indicator (EMI: Diener & 
Emmons, 1984), a second mood measure, to assess their mood after completing the drawing 
task. The EMI features 4 positive mood descriptors (e.g., happy, pleased; α = .95) and 5 
negative mood descriptors (e.g., depressed, worried; α = .86). A mood index was created by 
subtracting standardized negative mood scores from standardized positive mood scores (this 
was adapted from Weinstein & Ryan, 2010).  
 
Results and Discussion 
To test whether one’s level of HC can predict the emotional outcome of helping, I 
used a regression analysis on (standardized) post-mood. In the model, task was input as an 
independent variable (helping-irrelevant =0, helping-relevant =1), mean-centered HC as a 
moderator, (standardized) baseline mood and mean-centered VI as covariates (Note. HC and 
VI are mean-centered throughout all the studies). In this study, HC and VI were negatively 
correlated (α = -.15, p = .003). Therefore, VI was controlled in analyses throughout all the 
conducted studies. Baseline mood was also controlled, because it is highly correlated with 
post-helping mood (α = .63, p < .001). Previous research that assessed the impact of pro-
social behavior on mood also controlled for baseline mood (Aknin et al., 2013). 
In support of the hypothesis, the interaction of helping condition and HC was 
significant (β = -.41, t(394) = -3.15, p = .0017; see Figure 1).  A spotlight analysis at plus and 
minus one standard deviation from the mean of HC was performed to further understand the 
interaction of helping and HC. Supporting our argument, the planned contrast for participants 
low in HC was significant, indicating that participants low in HC experienced a significant 
boost in their mood after helping versus control (β = .51, t(394) = 2.93, p < .01). However, 
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participants high in HC did not experience such a boost in mood after helping (β = -.27, 
t(394) = -1.56, p = .12). In fact, participants high in HC tend to feel negative mood after 
helping. The pattern of interaction supports the hypothesis that cultural orientation moderates 
the emotional outcome of helping. To be specific, it seems that people low in HC (vs. high in 
HC) primarily experience the emotional benefits of helping. (Note. I ran the same analysis 
with HI, VI and VC; no significant interactions emerged between helping and VI (p = .46), 
helping and HI (p = .67) or helping and VC (p = .97). I did not find any interaction effects 
between helping and HI, VI or VC throughout the studies.)  
I also ran Hayes Process Model 15 (moderated mediation) to test whether one’s level 
of HC, which differs by country, can predict the emotional outcome of helping. A regression 
analysis on (standardized) post-mood was performed with the country of participants (the 
U.S. = 0, Brazil = 1) as an independent variable; mean-centered HC as a mediator; helping 
condition as a moderator (control =0, helping =1); (standardized) baseline mood and mean-
centered VI as covariates (note. HC and VI are mean-centered throughout all the studies). I 
found that the country of participants significantly predicted their degree of HC, with the 
participants in Brazil scoring higher than those in the U.S. (β = .45, t = 4.97, p < .001). 
However, it did not interact with helping condition. Importantly, the interaction of helping 
condition and HC was significant (β = -.43, t = -3.16, p < .01). The mediation analysis 
suggested that one’s level of HC mediated the relationship between participants’ countries 
and post-mood. The indirect effect of country on post-mood through HC was significant (β = 
-.09, SE = .05, 95% CI: -.2090 to -.0197) in the helping condition, and also significant (β = 
.10, SE = .06, 95% CI: .0141 to .2387) in the control condition. The moderated mediation 
was also significant (β = -.20, SE = .08, 95% CI: -.3644 to -.0642), suggesting that helping 
condition moderated the relationship between country and post-mood, which was mediated 
by one’s level of HC. In this model, country only predicted individual’s level of HC and did 
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not interact with helping condition on mood outcomes.  
The results of Experiment 1A support H1 that a boost in mood after helping others is 
applicable to people who are low in HC and people who are high in HC are less likely to 
experience the boost in mood. This offers a novel account of mood outcomes of helping 
behavior in contrast to the prevalent view that people universally experience improved 
emotional well-being after helping as reflected in enhanced positive affect, happiness and life 
satisfaction (Thoits & Hewitt, 2001; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). In the next experiment, I 
conceptually replicate Experiment 1A and demonstrate the robustness of the effect by 
operationalizing helping behavior in a different way (i.e., recalling an episode of past helping 
behavior vs. an episode of daily mundane behavior). 
 
 
Figure 1. Mood outcomes as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism 
and helping (Experiment 1A) 
EXPERIMENT 1B 





















in the United States (80 Women; Mage = 38.11), participated in a short consumer study in 
exchange for a small payment. In this study, I manipulated helping by randomly assigning 
participants to recall either an episode of past helping behavior (helping condition) or an 
episode of daily mundane behavior (baseline condition). Participants were then instructed to 
write about these episodes. The study employed a mixed design with one manipulated factor 
(episodic prime condition: helping vs. mundane event) and one measured factor (cultural 
orientation: HC).  
 
Procedure As in Experiment 1A, participants first completed a baseline mood measure 
(PANAS; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988) followed by a cultural orientation measure 
(Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Participants then proceeded to a writing task. Half of the 
participants wrote about their own recent episode of engagement in a helping act and the 
other half wrote about a mundane event from their daily lives (See Appendix 2 for 
instructions). Upon completion of the writing task, all participants indicated their mood using 
the Emmons Mood Indicator (Diener & Emmons, 1984). In addition, possible cultural 
differences in attribution of a helping act to the self were explored by examining personality 
trait self-attribution. Participants rated themselves on four warmth-related personality traits 
(i.e., friendly, generous, caring, sociable) and four competence-related personality traits (i.e., 
heroic, brave, competent, conscientious) that are central to personal perception (Fiske, 
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). Furthermore, possible cultural differences in motivation to help were 
measured via the Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS) (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991; Guay, 
Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000). Participants indicated their motivation for engaging in the 
recalled behavior (either their recent episode of helping others or a daily mundane event) 
using a seven-point scale (not at all 1 – very much 7) (e.g., Because I think that this activity is 
interesting; Because I am doing it for my own good; Because I am supposed to do it; There 
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may be good reasons to do this activity, but personally I don't see any.).  
 
Results and Discussion 
I excluded five participants who did not follow the writing instruction for the recall 
task, resulting in 155 participants for the final analysis (77 Women; M = 38.23). To examine 
cultural differences in emotional outcomes of helping, episodic prime condition (mundane 
event = 0, helping event= 1) was input as an independent variable, mean-centered HC as a 
moderator, and (standardized) baseline mood and mean-centered VI as covariates (Note. HC 
and VI are mean-centered throughout all the analyses of studies) for regression analysis. In 
support of the hypothesis, the interaction of helping condition and HC was significant (β = -
.32, t(150) = -1.97, p = .051). I further analyzed the interaction by conducting a spotlight 
analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. The analysis revealed that people low 
in HC experience a significant improvement in their mood after recalling a helping event 
compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event (β = .54, SE = .28, t(150) = 1.94, p = 
.0547). People high in HC did not show any difference in their mood across conditions (β = -
.24, SE = .28, t(150)= -.86, p = .39).  
In addition, I tested whether there were significant cultural differences in positive 
personality trait attribution to the self. The more people think of helping others as a self-
reflective behavior, the more they will attribute these positive personality traits to themselves. 
Therefore, I theorized that people low in HC will attribute positive personality traits to 
themselves more after helping (vs. mundane event), whereas those high in HC will show less 
of a difference in positive personality trait self-attribution. However, there was not any 
significant interaction observed between helping and culture on personality trait self-
attribution (warmth-related traits p = .51; competence-related traits p = .99). This may have 
been because people low in HC and those high in HC positively evaluated themselves for 
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different reasons after helping. Helping others may have led people low in HC to judge 
themselves positively for conducting a socially laudable yet non-mandatory action. On the 
other hand, helping others may have led people high in HC to evaluate themselves as 
laudable citizens for conducting a socially required action.  
There was also no difference observed in level of motivation to help others (intrinsic 
motivation p = .89; identified motivation p = .87; external motivation p = .19; amotivation p 
= .99). There are a few possible reasons for my not finding cultural differences in motivation 
to help others. Foremost, the self-report measure may have been too explicit for participants 
to admit whether they had no personal will in their decision to participate in a helping act. On 
the other hand, individuals high in HC may have internalized their social obligation so deeply 
that they did not consciously think of the helping act as an obligation.  
Overall, this experiment replicated the findings of Experiment 1A and supports my 
hypothesis that a boost in mood after helping others applies primarily to individuals who are 
low in HC and not to those high in HC. It is noteworthy that simply recalling a past helping 
behavior can bring about the same effect on mood as actual participation in the helping 
behavior. This experiment offers a novel account of the mood outcomes of helping behavior, 
in contrast to the prevalent view that people always experience improved emotional well-
being after helping as reflected in enhanced positive affect, happiness and life satisfaction 
(Thoits & Hewitt, 2001; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). In the next experiment, I demonstrate that 
emotional outcomes of helping rest upon an individual’s level of HC and conceptualizations 




Figure 2. Mood outcomes as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism 
and helping (Experiment 1B)  
 
EXPERIMENT 2A  
Participants and Design I recruited 210 Mechanical Turk participants, who reside in the 
United States, in exchange for a small payment (Women = 109; Mage = 38.03). Initially, I 
intended to manipulate conceptualization of helping and demonstrate that people low in HC 
will experience a boost in their mood after helping only in a choice condition (vs. obligation 
condition), whereas no difference in mood outcomes was expected among those high in HC 
between conditions. However, the manipulation was too weak and not effective at all. I found 
no differences in the manipulation check items that examined how individuals conceptualize 
helping (3 items α = .25) between conditions (choice (M = 4.91, SD = .88), versus duty (M = 
4.95, SD = .89), F(1, 208) = .073, p = .79,)). Also, the manipulation did not interact with 
cultural orientations (HC, p = .43; VI, p = .84). Therefore, I did not test the hypothesis using 























I tested my hypothesis using the manipulation check items as items that gauge how 
individuals conceptualize helping.  
 
Procedure As in the previous studies, participants first completed a baseline mood measure 
(PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) and cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). 
To manipulate conceptualization of helping, I asked participants to read either a paragraph 
that states helping is a choice or one that describes helping as a duty before they proceeded to 
write about a past event of helping (See Appendix 2 for details). Upon completion of the 
writing task, all of the participants completed a post-helping mood measure (the Emmons 
Mood Indicator; Diener & Emmons, 1984). Finally, participants were asked to indicate what 
they think of helping behavior using 3 items: 1) Please indicate how you feel about helping 
others (1 helping is an obligation – 7 helping is a personal choice); 2) How much do you 
think deciding to help others reflects the personality of the person who helps? (1 not at all – 7 
very much); and 3) How much do you think deciding to help others reflects societal 
expectations/duty? (1 not at all – 7 very much). These 3 items, which were originally 
designed as manipulation check items, were averaged to form a composite index of 
conceptualization of helping (α = .25).  
 
Results 
To test my hypothesis that there are cultural differences in mood after helping as a 
function of how individuals conceptualize helping (choice vs. obligation), I conducted a 
regression analysis predicting post-helping mood with the composite index of 
conceptualization of helping, mean-centered HC, and their interaction. Baseline mood and 
mean-centered VI were included as covariates.  
The overall results of the analysis supported my hypothesis. As expected, there was a 
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significant main effect of conceptualization of helping (β = .29, t(205) = 3.17, p < .01), 
suggesting that people feel better after helping only when they think of helping as a choice 
rather than an obligation. Also, a significant main effect of HC suggests that people high in 
HC generally tend to experience a better mood than those low in HC (β = 1.07, t(205) = 2.92, 
p = .0039). Furthermore, and more importantly, the interaction between the conceptualization 
of helping index and the level of HC was significant (β = -.20, t(205) = -2.73, p = .007). To 
further analyze this interaction between the conceptualization of helping index and HC, I 
conducted a spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. I found that 
participants low in HC experienced a boost in their mood when they conceptualized helping 
as a choice (M = .40) versus an obligation (M = -.51) (β = .52, t(205) = 4.26, p < .001), 
whereas participants high in HC did not show differences in their mood regardless of whether 
they conceptualized helping as a choice (M = .18) or an obligation (M = .06) (β = .07, t(205) 
= .58, p = .57). Participants low in HC and those high in HC significantly differ when they 
think of helping as an obligation (β = .26, t(205) = 2.64, p = .009), whereas no difference was 
observed when they think of it as a choice (β = -.10, t(205) = -.96, p = .34).  
Then, I ran the analysis with each manipulation check item. The interaction between 
the first manipulation check item (i.e., Please indicate how you feel about helping others (1 
helping is an obligation – 7 helping is a personal choice)) and the level of HC was marginally 
significant (β = -.07, t(205) = -1.80, p = .073). The spotlight analysis at one SD above and 
below the mean HC revealed that participants low in HC experienced a boost in their mood 
when they conceptualized helping more as a choice (M = .27) than as an obligation (M = -
.47) (β = .23, t(205) = 3.44, p < .001). On the other hand, participants high in HC did not 
show differences in their mood regardless of whether they conceptualized helping as a choice 
(M = .24) or an obligation (M = .01) (β = .07, t(205) = 1.05, p = .293). Participants low in HC 
and those high in HC significantly differ when they think of helping as an obligation (β = .22, 
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t(205) = 2.12, p = .035). With the second manipulation check item (i.e., How much do you 
think deciding to help others reflects the personality of the person who helps?), the 
interaction between the item and the level of HC was not significant (β = -.06, t(205) = -.96, p 
= .34). The interaction between the third manipulation check item (i.e., How much do you 
think deciding to help others reflects societal expectations/duty?) and the level of HC was 
significant (β = -.09, t(205) = -2.11, p = .036). Participants low in HC experienced a boost in 
their mood when they conceptualized helping as less of an obligation (M = .17) than more of 
an obligation (M = -.41) (β = .19, t(205) = 2.54, p = .012), whereas participants high in HC 
did not show differences in their mood regardless of whether they construed helping to be 
more of an obligation  (M = .13) than less of an obligation (M = .11) (β = -.01, t(205) = -.09, 
p = .93). Participants low in HC and those high in HC significantly differ when they both 
construe helping to be more of an obligation (β = .24, t(205) = 2.40, p = .017). 
Analysis with a composite index of conceptualization of helping and with each item 
showed consistently similar interaction patterns. The results support the hypothesis that 
conceptualization of helping as a choice (vs. obligation) underlies cultural differences in 
mood outcomes of helping.  
I theorize that people low in HC experience a boost in mood after helping because 
they tend to conceptualize helping as a choice (vs. obligation). On the other hand, people 
high in HC do not experience such a boost in mood, because they tend to conceptualize 
helping as an obligation (vs. choice). In line with this reasoning, people low in HC tended to 
experience a boost in mood after helping only when they indicated that they construe helping 
as a choice (vs. obligation). On the other hand, those high in HC did not experience such a 
boost in mood regardless of whether they rated helping as a choice or an obligation. Also, 
there was no cultural difference in mood after helping between people low in HC and those 
high in HC when they both conceptualized helping as a choice. Rather, people high in HC 
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(vs. those low in HC) seemed to experience significantly less positive mood after helping 
when they conceptualized helping as an obligation. This is presumably because people high 
in HC (vs. low in HC) tend to be in a better mood initially, as evidenced in the significant 
main effect of HC. It is presumably also because people high in HC have had their moral 
obligation to help others deeply ingrained through their cultural upbringing.  
The pattern of interaction between conceptualizations of helping and levels of HC 
suggests that conceptualization of helping matters primarily to people low in HC. People low 
in HC feel better after helping only when they think of it as a voluntary act and not as a mere 
fulfillment of social expectations, whereas participants high in HC showed no difference in 
their mood regardless of their conceptualization of helping. These findings suggest, once 
again, that helping behavior makes people feel good only when they are low in HC and think 
of the helping as a voluntary act (i.e., a choice).  
However, one may argue that the results could have been confounded by the 
attempted manipulation. Although the manipulation was not successful, it could have 
influenced how participants conceptualize helping others. To address this concern, I re-ran 
the study without manipulating conceptualization of helping. I also revised the measure of 





Figure 3. Mood outcomes of helping behavior as a function of an individual’s level of 
Horizontal Collectivism and measured conceptualization of helping  
 
EXPERIMENT 2B  
Participants and Design  
I recruited 193 Mechanical Turk participants, who reside in the United States, in exchange 
for a small payment (Women = 100; Mage = 36.20). In this study, I measured cultural 
orientation (HC) and individuals’ conceptualization of helping (choice vs. obligation). 
Participants were randomly assigned to recall and write about a previous helping behavior or 
a daily mundane behavior. Upon completion, participants were asked to indicate how they 
conceptualize helping others.  
 
Procedure As in the previous studies, participants first completed a baseline mood measure 



























All the participants then proceeded to write about their recent helping act. Upon completion 
of the writing task, participants completed a post-helping mood measure (the Emmons Mood 
Indicator; Diener & Emmons, 1984). Finally, participants indicated how they conceptualize 
helping using 3 items: 1) To what extent did you personally experience the helping event you 
recalled as freely chosen or as being compelled? (1 extremely freely chosen – 7 extremely 
compelled), 2) To what extent did you personally experience the helping event you recalled 
as driven by your personal character or societal expectations? (1 - driven by personal 
character – 7 – driven by societal expectations), 3) To what extent did you personally 
experience the helping event you recalled as driven by your personal will or obligation to a 
society? (1 driven by personal will – 7 driven by societal obligation). These 3 items were 
averaged to form a composite index of conceptualization of helping (α = .75).  
  
Results 
6 participants were excluded from analysis because they did not complete the writing 
task (e.g., “Cannot recall”, “I don’t have an experience like this”). To test my hypothesis that 
cultural differences in mood after helping depend on how individuals conceptualize helping 
(choice vs. obligation), I conducted a regression analysis predicting post-helping mood with 
the composite index of conceptualization of helping, mean-centered HC, and their 
interaction. Baseline mood and mean-centered VI were included as covariates.  
The overall results of the analysis supported my hypothesis. As expected, there was a 
significant main effect of conceptualization of helping (β = -.16, t(181) = -3.35, p = .001), 
suggesting that people feel better after helping only when they think of helping as a choice 
rather than an obligation. Furthermore, and more importantly, the interaction between the 
conceptualization of helping index and the level of HC was significant (β = .07, t(181) = -
2.00, p = .047). To further analyze this interaction between the conceptualization of helping 
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index and HC, I conducted a spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. 
Participants low in HC experienced a boost in their mood when they conceptualized helping 
as a choice (M = .37) versus a duty (M = -.64) (β = -.24, t(181) = -3.75, p < .001), whereas 
participants high in HC did not show differences in their mood regardless of whether they 
conceptualized helping as a choice (M = .32) or an obligation (M = .02) (β = -.07, t(181) = -
1.18, p = .24). Participants low in HC and those high in HC significantly differed when they 
construed helping as an obligation (β = .26, t(181) = 2.53, p = .012).  
These results replicate the findings of Study 2A and support my hypothesis that 
conceptualization of helping matters primarily to people low in HC. People low in HC feel 
better after helping when they think of helping as a voluntary act rather than as a mere 
fulfillment of social expectations, whereas participants high in HC showed no difference in 
their mood regardless of their conceptualization of helping. As in Experiment 2A, a 
significant difference in mood after helping between people low in HC and those high in HC 
again emerged when they conceptualized helping as an obligation and not when they 
conceptualized it as a choice. People low in HC seemed to feel worse after helping when they 
thought such an act was an obligation rather than a choice. However, people high in HC did 
not show such a difference, presumably because they have had their moral obligation to help 
others inculcated through their cultural upbringing. Because I did not have a control 
condition in Study 2A and 2B, I cannot directly compare mood after helping with mood after 
a daily mundane event. Based on results from my previous experiments, I theorize that mood 
after a daily mundane event will be in between when individuals helped others while 
conceptualizing helping as a choice and when they helped others while conceptualizing 
helping as an obligation. Conceptualizing helping others as an obligation will make people 
low in HC feel worse than their daily mundane event, whereas conceptualizing helping others 
as an obligation will result in similar mood after a daily mundane event for those high in HC.   
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Building on these findings, I investigate the implications of post-helping mood for 
consumer behavior in subsequent experiments. I first test the implication with advertisement 
evaluation after helping.  
 
 
Figure 4. Mood outcomes of helping behavior as a function of an individual’s level of 
Horizontal Collectivism and measured conceptualization of helping  
 
EXPERIMENT 3 
Building on these cultural differences in emotional outcomes, I examine in the next 
two experiments how emotional outcomes of helping can impact subsequent consumer 
behavior. First, I build on mood-congruent judgment literature and argue that an evaluation of 
advertisements will reflect an individual’s mood after helping. I theorize that people low in 




























reflecting their elevated mood after helping (vs. baseline), whereas people high in HC will 
show less of a difference in their evaluations of a target object after helping (vs. baseline) 
because they are less likely to experience elevation in their mood. Experiment 3 tests this 
hypothesis.  
Method 
Participants and Design One hundred and thirty-two participants (Women = 77, Mage = 
36.86) from Amazon Mechanical Turk, who reside in the United States, participated in the 
online study in exchange for a small monetary reward. I manipulated one factor (writing task: 
helping versus mundane event) and measured the cultural orientation of participants.  
 
Procedure Participants first completed a baseline emotion measure (PANAS; Watson et al., 
1988) and a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gefland, 1998). Participants then either 
wrote about a past event in which they helped others or a daily mundane event (See 
Appendix 2 for instructions). Next, I presented participants with 2 image advertisements and 
asked them to indicate how appealing they find the image and how much they like the image 
on a 7-point scale (1= not at all; 7 = very much). Four items were averaged to create an index 
of advertisement evaluation (4 items α = .68).    
Results and discussion 
To test whether helping influences advertisement evaluation differently for people 
high vs. low in HC, I ran a regression analysis. In the equation, I input the type of episode 
they recalled (mundane event = 0, helping event= 1) as an independent variable, HC (mean-
centered) as a moderator and VI (mean-centered) and baseline mood as covariates.  
Supporting the hypothesis, there was a significant interaction between HC and 
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helping condition with respect to subsequent advertisement evaluation (β = -.53, t(126) = -
2.01, p = .047). A spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC was 
conducted to further examine this interaction. As expected, people low in HC who wrote 
about their past helping behavior (M = 6.24) evaluated advertisements more favorably 
compared to those who wrote about an insignificant event from their daily lives (M = 5.15) (β 
= 1.09, t(126)= 2.60, p = .01). People high in HC did not significantly differ in their 
evaluation of advertisements (β = -.10, t(126)= -.24, p = .81) regardless of whether they 
wrote about an episode of their past helping behavior (M= 6.37) or a daily insignificant event 
(M = 6.30).   
Consistent with the findings in Experiment 1A and 1B, people low in HC, who are 
presumably in a more positive mood after helping evaluated advertisements more favorably 
after helping (vs. mundane event). People high in HC did not show a difference in their 
evaluation of advertisements after helping (vs. mundane event). This aligns with the mood-
congruency effect, suggesting that people projected their current mood after the helping or 
control writing task onto the target of evaluation.   
Results from this experiment suggest that mood outcomes of helping can indeed be 
reflected in subsequent consumer responses. In the next experiment, I examine how mood 
outcomes of helping can influence one’s music preferences.     
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Figure 5. Advertisement evaluation as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal 
Collectivism and helping 
EXPERIMENT 4 
Method 
Participants and Design One hundred and thirty-five participants (Women = 57, Mage = 
35.21) from Amazon Mechanical Turk, who reside in the United States, participated in the 
online study in exchange for a small monetary reward. I manipulated one factor (helping task: 
helping versus control) and measured the cultural orientation of participants.  
 
Procedure Participants first completed a baseline emotion measure (PANAS; Watson et al., 
1988) and a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gefland, 1998). Participants then either 
wrote about a past event in which they helped others or their daily mundane event (Please see 
Appendix 2 for instructions). Next, I presented participants with 10 songs, five of which were 


























Shake,” “Laughs and Swings”; α  = .88) and the other five sad (“Crying,” “Rainy Days,” 
“Gloomy Sunday,” “Tears In My Heart,” “Feeling Blue”; α = .80) in a randomized order 
(adapted from Lee et al., 2013).  
Participants rated how much they would like to listen to each song on a 7-point scale (1= not 
at all; 7 = very much). Finally, participants checked the degree to which they perceived each 
song to be cheerful (vs. sad) on a 7-point scale (1= very sad; 7 = very cheerful). As expected, 
participants perceived happy songs (M = 5.73, SD = .83) to be more cheerful than sad songs 
(M =2.71, SD= 1.28) (t (134) = 19.47, p < .01).  
Results and discussion 
To test whether there are cultural differences in the likelihood of listening to sad 
songs after helping, I ran a regression analysis. In the equation, I input the type of episode 
they recalled (control = 0, helping = 1) as an independent variable, HC (mean-centered) as a 
moderator, and VI (mean-centered) and baseline mood as covariates.  
Supporting the hypothesis, there was a significant interaction between HC and 
helping condition with respect to a subsequent choice of music (β = .50, t(129) = 2.24, p = 
.027). A spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC was conducted to 
further examine this interaction. As expected, people low in HC who wrote about their past 
helping behavior (M = 3.08) were significantly less likely to listen to sad songs compared to 
those who wrote about an insignificant event from their daily lives (M = 3.88) (β = -.80, 
t(129)= -2.50, p = .014). People high in HC did not significantly differ in their likelihood of 
listening to sad songs (β = .22, t(129)= .69, p = .49) regardless of whether they wrote about 
an episode of their past helping behavior (M= 3.64) or a daily insignificant event (M = 3.42). 
 However, when I ran the analysis with happy songs, there were no cultural differences 
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in the likelihood of listening to happy songs after helping (β = .28, t(129) = 1.37, p = .17). I 
conducted a spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC to further 
understand this interaction. People low in HC who wrote about their past helping behavior (M 
= 3.83) in fact were significantly less likely to listen to happy songs compared to those who 
wrote about an insignificant event from their daily lives (M = 4.42) (β = -.58, t(129)= -2.01, p 
= .046). People high in HC did not significantly differ in their likelihood of listening to happy 
songs (β = -.02, t(129)= -.06, p = .95) regardless of whether they wrote about an episode of 
their past helping behavior (M= 4.87) or a daily insignificant event (M = 4.88).  
Consistent with the findings in Experiment 1A and 1B, people low in HC, who are 
presumably in a more positive mood after helping are more strategic in their choices in order 
to maintain their positive mood, as reflected in their music preference (HCM; Wegener and 
Petty 1994). Although I did not find a significant cultural difference in preference for happy 
songs, this might be explained by considering that people are more reactive to negative than 
positive attributes of product/service consumption. It seems that people low in HC want to 
enjoy their elevated mood after helping as it is rather than further boosting their mood by 
listening to happy songs or impairing their mood by listening to sad songs. Mittal, Ross and 
Baldasare (1998) found that a negative attribute of a product had a greater impact on 
consumer satisfaction, compared to a positive attribute. This aligns with the loss aversion 
tendency, which refers to the fact that people are inclined to experience their losses more 
strongly than gains (Einhorn & Hogarth, 1981; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Indeed, 
negativity has a greater impact than positivity in evaluations such as person perception 
(Czapiński, 1986) and information processing (Peeters & Czapinski, 1990). This 
phenomenon is found in many areas and referred to as “bad is stronger than good” 
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer & Vohs, 2001). According to this literature, listening 
to sad songs as compared to happy songs will have greater impact on individual’s mood. 
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Thus, I assume that these are the reasons the prominent cultural difference in music 
preference emerged in negative songs and not in positive songs.  
Figure 6. Likelihood of listening to sad songs as a function of level of Horizontal 

































CHAPTER 4:  
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
The goal of this research is to provide a better understanding on how engaging in 
helping behavior can impact post-helping feelings and behaviors by considering cultural 
variability. Previous work on emotional outcomes of helping behavior has suggested that 
there are emotional benefits for helpers such as ‘helper’s high’ (Luks, 1988). This stream of 
research seemed to assume helping is always believed to be an exercise of a personal choice. 
According to culture literature, however, cultural differences exist within how people 
conceptualize helping behavior. Based on cultural differences in conceptualizations of 
helping, I theorize that helping others does not always make the helper feel good. Instead, 
such a boost in mood after helping others depends on one’s cultural orientation. Specifically, 
I theorize that people who have cultural values that emphasize sociability and benevolence 
will not experience mood improvement after helping others (i.e., people high in HC). I also 
assert that differences in mood outcomes after helping behavior depend on conceptualizations 
of helping (choice vs. obligation).  
Across five experiments, I demonstrated that mood improvement after helping 
primarily applies to individuals low in HC and not to individuals high in HC. Furthermore, I 
uncovered that conceptualization of helping as a choice versus obligation underlies the boost 
in mood after helping observed among individuals low in HC. I also suggested managerial 
implications by exploring how emotional outcomes of helping influence subsequent 
consumer behaviors. For example, I demonstrated that mood after helping can be reflected in 
subsequent consumer judgments (e.g., advertisement evaluation). This experiment is based 
on research showing that people tend to judge objects in accordance with their current mood 
(Forgas & Bower, 1987; Forgas et al., 1984; Forgas et al., 1990). Lastly, building on the 
hedonic contingency model (Wegener and Petty 1994), I demonstrated that people low in HC 
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are less likely to consume products that may impair their mood (e.g., sad songs) in order to 
maintain their mood.  
In the Appendix, I report seven pilot experiments where I tested possible underlying 
mechanisms (pilot experiments 1 and 5) and cultural differences in outcomes of helping other 
than emotions (pilot experiments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7). Although results from these pilot 
experiments did not support my hypotheses, showing non-significant results or contradictory 
trends to my hypotheses, they provide valuable insights into cultural differences in outcomes 
of helping. I discuss findings from each study in detail and discuss contributions of the study 
below.     
In pilot experiment 1, I examined whether there were cultural differences in 
positive trait attribution to the self after helping. Specifically, I expected people low in HC 
will attribute more positive personality traits to themselves after helping, whereas people high 
in HC will show less of a difference. However, I did not find a significant interaction 
between HC and helping on personality trait self-attribution. There were no significant 
differences in trait attribution to the self for helping others as a function of individuals’ level 
of HC. From this pilot experiment, I learned that self-attribution may not drive cultural 
differences in emotional outcomes of helping. Then, in pilot experiment 5, I tested whether 
self-esteem underlies cultural differences in mood outcomes of helping. In other words, I 
expected people low in HC will experience a boost in their self-esteem after helping, whereas 
people high in HC will not. I theorized that such a boost in self-esteem will drive cultural 
differences in emotional outcomes of helping. Although the interaction between HC and 
helping for performance self-esteem (i.e., one of the subscales of the self-esteem measure) 
was not significant, it showed a pattern as I predicted. People low in HC evaluated their 
abilities more favorably after helping, whereas people high in HC did not show such a 
tendency. Although self-attribution and self-esteem are different constructs, they are related 
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to each other in regard to how one perceives the self. Findings from these two studies suggest 
that how one perceives the self after helping may not be the underlying mechanism for the 
observed cultural differences in outcomes of helping.     
Pilot experiments 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 tested cultural differences in possible outcomes of 
helping other than emotional outcomes. Pilot experiment 2 tested whether mood outcomes of 
helping are reflected in subsequent stimulus evaluation. This experiment helped refine 
materials for Experiment 3, in which I found support for the hypothesis. In pilot experiment 
3, I tested whether emotional outcomes of helping can influence a helper’s subsequent 
helping behavior (i.e., tipping). Contrary to my prediction, people high in HC tipped a waiter 
more after helping and people low in HC did not show a difference in their tip amount. 
Because the tip amount could have been influenced by cultural differences in possible 
processes (e.g., social norms) that could affect the result. I did not further investigate this 
idea. In future research, I may use a different pro-social behavior and measure of post-
helping mood to demonstrate how post-helping mood may drive subsequent pro-social 
behavior.  
In pilot experiment 4, I examined whether cultural differences in outcomes of 
helping were reflected in how warm individuals felt after helping. Previous literature suggests 
that social warmth and physical warmth are metaphorically associated with each other 
(Williams & Bargh, 2008). For instance, having an interaction with an experimenter during 
an experiment (Hahn, Whitehead, Albrecht, Lefevre, & Perrett, 2012) or merely reading a 
message from others such as why others loved and appreciated the participant – both of 
which generate feelings of social warmth – (Inagaki & Eisenberger, 2013) can also make 
individuals feel physically warm. Therefore, I theorized that people low in HC will report 
greater warmth after a helping event as compared to a daily mundane event. This is 
presumably because helping others will be a significant event that involves social interaction 
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that people low in HC choose to engage in. Such a social interaction will result in feeling 
warm for those individuals. On the other hand, I theorized that people high in HC will 
experience less of a difference in perceived warmth after helping, presumably because 
helping others will be akin to a daily mundane behavior that people high in HC habitually 
engage in. The results from pilot experiment 4 did not support this hypothesis. The 
interaction of helping condition and HC was not significant for willingness to pay for a 
blanket. Also, there was no significant interaction observed between helping and HC on 
preference for hotness of their drink. A spotlight analysis conducted at one SD above and 
below the mean of HC revealed that none of the contrasts in the two interactions were 
significant. This may suggest that there are no cultural differences in how warm participants 
felt after helping or that the measures in the study (i.e., willingness to pay for a blanket, how 
warm they wanted their drink to be) were not refined enough to detect such differences. 
Because emotional outcomes and warmth seem related, yet different, constructs, I did not 
pursue this further.  
 In pilot experiment 6, I tested whether helping others results in cultural 
differences in the way they recall events. Previous literature suggests culture can moderate 
how people recollect past events (Cohen & Gunz, 2002). To be specific, individuals in a 
cultural context that emphasizes relationships with others (vs. individuals in a cultural context 
that emphasizes the self being unique) are more likely to have third-person memories for 
events (i.e., as an observer might see it) in which they were the center of attention (e.g., 
giving an individual presentation) (Cohen & Gunz, 2002). Building on this, I expected 
cultural differences to emerge in events in which individuals were not the center of attention 
(e.g., being in a group performance). I hypothesized that after helping people low in HC will 
tend to recall events in which they were not the center of attention as first-person memories. 
On the other hand, I hypothesized that people high in HC will show less of a difference as a 
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function of helping (vs. control) in their perspectives for recollection of events in which they 
were not the center of attention. The results did not support my hypothesis. Instead of cultural 
differences in perspectives for recollection of events, I found unexpected cultural differences 
in emotional intensity of recollecting events in which they were not the center of attention. 
To be specific, I found that those high in HC felt more emotionally intense about events in 
which they were not in the center of attention. Although people high in HC do not experience 
an emotional boost after helping (Experiments 1 – 2), they seem to become more sensitive 
towards events that involve others. Because the emotional intensity was initially designed as 
a construct to be controlled in research (Cohen & Gunz, 2002) and measured with one item, it 
is hard to draw a conclusion from this result. In future research, it will be interesting to 
further examine emotional intensity with a multi-item measure. 
 In pilot experiment 7, I shifted a focus to cultural differences in the outcomes of not 
engaging in helping. Although the impact of engaging in a helping behavior was greater for 
people low in HC than those high in HC (Experiments 1 – 4), I theorized that the impact of 
not engaging in a helping act would be greater for those high in HC than those low in HC. To 
be specific, I hypothesized that people high in HC would report feeling intense guilt for not 
engaging in helping, because helping is akin to an everyday behavior they automatically have 
been engaging in. On the other hand, people low in HC would feel little guilt after not 
engaging in helping, because helping is more of an optional behavior which they choose to 
engage in. Thus, not engaging in a helping act would impact people high in HC more than 
those low in HC. However, results from pilot experiment 7 did not confirm this hypothesis. 
People low in HC and those high in HC do not seem to differ in feelings of guilt after not 
helping others. This may have occurred because the self-report measure of guilt I used is not 
refined enough to reflect how they truly felt after not helping. I did not pursue this idea 
further, because the focus of this dissertation is the outcomes of helping. Future research can 
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delve into this idea and test it with more implicit measures of guilt.   
 Although I tested various ideas in experiment 1 – 4 and pilot experiment 1 – 7, there 
is still substantial room for future research. For example, it will be interesting to investigate 
what will make people high in HC feel as good after helping as people low in HC do. 
Situational factors (private vs. public) can possibly moderate the observed cultural 
differences in emotional outcomes of helping. To be specific, people high in HC may 
experience a boost in mood after helping in public (vs. private) spaces, whereas those low in 
HC may not show such a difference in public (vs. private) spaces. This is presumably because 
people low in HC would feel good after helping with or without public recognition. 
Furthermore, impression management is more important for those high in HC (vs. those low 
in HC) (Lalwani et al., 2006). I believe future research can build upon my research on 
cultural differences in outcomes of helping.  
This research makes several theoretical contributions to the literature on pro-social 
behavior and on cross-cultural differences in this behavior. First, the current work advances 
previous research on the emotional consequences of helping behavior by suggesting that the 
boost in mood after helping may not be a universal one; rather, it is culturally shaped and 
may be more applicable to certain cultural populations. Second, building on culture literature 
that identified culturally distinct conceptualizations of helping (i.e., choice vs. obligation) 
(e.g., Miller et al., 1990), I demonstrated that such distinct conceptualizations of helping 
underlie the observed cultural differences in emotional outcomes after helping. Third, this 
research extends cultural research by demonstrating cultural differences in emotional and 
behavioral consequences of helping others. By utilizing how attitudinal or behavioral 
indicants can directly reflect how one feels after helping, I also demonstrated the robustness 
of the observed cultural differences in emotional outcomes of helping.  
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In addition, this research also has managerial implications. I demonstrated that the 
mood experienced after a helping behavior can impact the helper’s subsequent advertisement 
evaluation and music preferences (Lee et al., 2013). People low in HC experienced a positive 
boost in their mood after helping and were inclined to maintain the positive mood by 
selectively choosing products that would not disturb it (e.g., by avoiding sad songs). Today 
there are many charity promotions in retail contexts (e.g., TOMS shoes). If retail stores want 
to keep customers who have participated in charity promotions in their stores, these stores 
should try to maintain a positive environment in them (e.g., no sad songs).    
The current work also reveals avenues for further research. I focused on how 
individuals would feel after helping across cultures and found that only individuals low in 
HC emotionally benefit from helping. However, it would be interesting to investigate cultural 
differences in how people feel when they do not help others. In this case, people high in HC 
may report more guilt or negative mood as compared to those low in HC. This is presumably 
because people high in HC have deeply internalized social expectations and would condemn 
themselves more harshly for not fulfilling such expectations. It may be of value to further 
investigate this issue. Also, future research can investigate what would be the benefits for 
individuals high in HC to engage in helping. For example, they may experience a greater 
sense of belonging to their groups and societies that can provide them a sense of meaning in 
life (Lambert et al., 2013). Looking into cultural differences in benefits for helpers can 
generate more effective promotional strategies for global charities (e.g., UNICEF).  
Culture shapes how one feels and behaves after helping. Findings from my research 
suggest that the previously documented helper’s high may not be universal; rather, it is 
particularly pertinent to certain cultural populations (i.e., individuals low in HC). This 
research also advances our understanding of how emotional outcomes of helping can be 
reflected in subsequent consumer behavior (e.g., advertisement evaluation, music 
	 54	
preferences). I believe that my work will open the doors for further inquiry into the study of 
cultural differences in prosocial behavior and their impacts on consumer behavior. 
Building on my current dissertation, I would like to pursue two different research 
projects. First, I would like to investigate cultural differences in the impact of choice vs. 
obligation on self-regulation. Previous work suggests that cultural differences exist in the 
impact of a focus on prevention (vs. promotion) on self-regulation. People who view 
themselves as distinct from others perceived a message as more important when it 
emphasized potential gains (i.e., promotion focus), whereas people who view themselves in 
relation to others perceived a message as more important when it emphasized potential losses 
(i.e., prevention focus) (Lee et al., 2000). I theorize that there will be cultural differences in 
the impact of choice (vs. obligation) framing on self-regulation. To be specific, people in 
cultural contexts that emphasize self as unique will be more self-regulatory (e.g., choose 
virtuous over vice products) when they choose to (vs. obligated to) do so, whereas people in 
cultural contexts that emphasize relationships with others will be more self-regulatory when 
they are obligated (vs. choose) to do so.  
Secondly, I would also like to examine cultural differences in outcomes of moral 
transgression. I believe moral transgression (e.g., lying, cheating) will elicit greater negative 
emotions (e.g., shame, guilt) for people in cultural contexts that emphasize relationships with 
others as compared to those in cultural contexts that emphasize self as unique. Because moral 
transgression harms other individuals, people in cultural contexts that emphasize 
relationships with others (vs. those in cultural contexts that emphasize self as unique) will 
experience greater negative emotions after transgression.   
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 PILOT EXPERIMENTS 1-7 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 1 
We ran a pilot experiment to explore whether there are cultural differences in 
construing helping as a self-reflective behavior. Attribution of warmth-related and 
competence-related personality traits to a helper – in this case, to the self – may reflect the 
degree to which people spontaneously construe helping as a self-reflective behavior. The 
more people think of helping others as a self-reflective behavior, the more people will 
attribute these personality traits to a helper. Therefore, we posited that people high in HC (vs. 
low in HC) would attribute fewer personality traits to a helper. In comparison, people high in 
VI (vs. low in VI) will attribute more of the personality traits to a helper.  
 
Participants and Design 180 participants (Women = 61, Mage = 32.55, SD = 10.72) 
were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk in exchange for a small sum. The study 
employed a mixed design, which includes one manipulated factor (helping versus control) 
and a measured continuous variable (i.e., cultural orientation).  
 
Procedure Participants first completed a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & 
Gelfand, 1998), which consists of 16 items in groups of four that measure one cultural 
orientation (e.g., Vertical Individualism is captured by a scale item such as “Winning is 
everything”; Horizontal Collectivism is captured by a scale item such as “I feel good when I 
cooperate with others”.). According to condition they were assigned to, they read one of the 
following paragraphs imagining themselves as they were the one being depicted in the 
scenario.   
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Helping condition:   
On a Tuesday afternoon, you were out for a jog at a nearby park. Suddenly, you 
heard screams and barks coming from a nearby pond. It was then that you spotted a 
man struggling in the water while holding his dog. Two other dogs were barking 
nearby. You found twine, anchored it around yourself, and threw the other end of the 
twine in the water. You then pulled the man onto nearby rocks while a pedestrian 
called 911. You pulled the man to shore by you and paramedics loaded him onto a 




You had been working at a current job for a few years. However, you felt that the job 
was boring and work environment was very different from what you imagined 
initially. After carefully considering various factors, you decided to quit the current 
job and move to another job. Luckily, you found a company that you would really 
enjoy working at and decided to apply to it. You reached out to a headhunter and 
scheduled an interview at the company a week ago. With all the efforts and 
preparation, the interview you had yesterday seemed successful. You suddenly 
received a call from the headhunter and found that you got the job. 
 
After reading the scenario, participants rated themselves on four warmth-related 
personality traits (i.e., friendly, generous, caring, sociable) and four competence-related 
personality traits (i.e., heroic, brave, competent, conscientious) (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 
2007). The two aspects (warmth and competence) are universal in person's perception 
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(Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). Finally, participants completed PANAS, which is a self-
report mood measure.  
 
Results and discussion 
Patterns of personality trait attribution to self by cultural orientation seem different in 
a helping condition and control condition. In a helping condition, significant personality trait 
correlations with cultural orientation (p < .05) were highest for VI and lowest for HC. To be 
specific, VI significantly correlated with all the 8 personality traits. VC correlated with 7 
personality traits (i.e., only no significant correlation with ‘conscientious’). HI significantly 
correlated with 5 personality traits (i.e., no significant correlations with ‘friendly’, ‘sociable’, 
‘brave’). Most notably, HC correlated with only 2 personality traits (i.e., significant 
correlations with ‘friendly’, ‘generous’). These results suggest that people high in VI, 
compared to people high in HC, attribute more positive personality traits to the helper 
(themselves) in the scenario. In a control condition, HC and VI each correlated with 6 
personality traits (p < .05). VC significantly correlated with 4 personality traits (i.e., 
generous, heroic, caring, brave), and HI with 1 personality trait (i.e., competent).   
To examine cultural differences in personality trait-attribution after helping, 8 
personality traits were averaged to form a composite index of personality traits (8 items; α = 
.85). In a regression model, helping condition (control = 0, helping = 1) was input as an 
independent variable; HC (mean-centered) as a moderator; and (standardized) baseline mood 
and VI (mean-centered) as covariates. The interaction of helping condition and HC, however, 
was not significant (t <1). (Note. The same regression model ran with VI as a moderator also 
did not yield a significant interaction.) 
This pilot experiment 1 provided initial evidence that people high in HC (vs. low in 
HC) construe helping others less as a self-reflective behavior. The higher people were in HC, 
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the more they were likely to attribute only two warmth-related personality traits (i.e., 
friendly, generous) to themselves. The higher people were in VI, the more they were likely to 
attribute all the eight personality traits to themselves. This reflects a cultural difference in 
degree of construing helping behavior as self-reflective. It aligns with the previous finding 
that people high in collectivism (vs. individualism) conceptualize helping as an obligation 
(vs. choice). If one conceptualizes helping as an obligation, they would think of the behavior 
less as a willful action and thus attribute fewer personality traits to themselves. This lays 
foundation for understanding why people high in HC would not experience mood 
improvement after helping (vs. control). Because HC and VI showed similar pattern in 
personality trait attribution in a control condition, we also rule out the alternative explanation 
such as Westerners, who are high in individualism, generally tend to possess a strong need to 
view themselves positively (Greenwald, 1980; Taylor & Brown, 1988) or a fundamental 
attribution error, which refers to people’s tendency to overestimate internal characteristics 
than external factors when they try to explain others’ behaviors. This tendency is more 
pronounced in Western cultures compared to non-Western cultures (Morris & Peng, 1994). 
Although this approach of analysis provided support for my hypothesis, the level of cultural 









Table 1. Descriptive Result of Correlations between Cultural Orientations and Personality 




Control Condition  
 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 2 
 
Participants and Design One hundred thirteen undergraduate students (65 Women; Mage = 
20.49) were recruited from the University of Illinois subject pool in exchange for extra course 
credit. Pilot experiment 2 employed a 2 (Task: helping-relevant vs. helping-irrelevant task) X 
 Friendly Competent Generous Conscientious Heroic Caring Sociable Brave 
VI .40** .21* .36** .27** .30** .27** .39** .41* 
VC .36** .22* .35** NS .31** .26* .21* .28** 
HI NS .30** .22** .41** .24* .29** NS NS 
HC .21* NS .21* NS NS NS NS NS 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
!
 Friendly Competent Generous Conscientious Heroic Caring Sociable Brave 
VI .23* NS .41* NS .38** .37** .33** .32** 
VC NS NS .37** NS .26* .34** NS .33** 
HI NS .27* NS NS NS NS NS NS 
HC .22* NS .50** NS .35** .36** .27* .47** 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
!
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continuous (Cultural orientation: HC) mixed design. Participants were randomly assigned to 
a helping or control condition.  
 
Procedure First, participants completed a self-report measure of cultural orientation (Triandis 
& Gelfand, 1998). Then, participants read a fact regarding K.I.D.S. (a children’s charity 
institution). Next, all participants completed the same logo-design task that was framed either 
as a task to help the charity (K.I.D.S.) or as a simple auto-motor drawing task. Participants 
were then presented with 3 pictures of animated characters and asked to indicate how 
favorably they felt about the character (1 not at all favorably – 7 very favorably), how 
familiar they were with the character (1 not at all familiar – 7 very familiar), and how happy 
they thought the character feels (1 not at all happy – 7 very happy). Three items that measure 
favorability towards animated characters were averaged to form a composite index of 
favorability (3 items; α = .78). Also, I created a composite index of familiarity (3 items; α = 
.93) and perceived happiness (3 items; α = .73). 
 
Results and Discussion 
To examine cultural differences in evaluation of animated characters after helping, 
helping condition (control = 0, helping = 1) was input as an independent variable; mean-
centered HC as a moderator; and mean-centered VI as a covariate for regression analysis. 
There was no significant interaction of helping condition and HC for favorability (t < 1), 
familiarity (t < 1) or perceived happiness (t < 1).  
There are many possible reasons why I was not able see any difference in evaluation 
of animated characters as a function of cultural orientation and helping. First, I did not 
measure pre-helping mood, which could have possibly influenced post-helping mood and 
evaluation of the animated characters. Furthermore, I did not pre-test the characters prior to 
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running the experiment. It is possible that the animated characters may have been perceived 
to be too positive/happy to begin with.   
 
Image 2. Animated characters utilized in pilot experiment 2 
 Low HC High HC 
Control 4.70 4.97 
Helping 4.46 5.00 
Table 2. Mean of Favorability index as a function of helping and level of Horizontal 
Collectivism (low and high HC refer to one SD above and below the mean) 
 
 Low HC High HC 
Control 4.13 4.53 
Helping 3.84 3.92 
Table 3. Mean of Familiarity index as a function of helping and level of Horizontal 
Collectivism (low and high HC refer to one SD above and below the mean) 
 
 Low HC High HC 
Control 4.75 4.81 
Helping 3.94 4.32 
Table 4. Mean of happy index as a function of helping and level of Horizontal Collectivism 
(low and high HC refer to one SD above and below the mean) 
 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 3 
Participants and design I recruited 152 participants (52 Women, Mage = 36.16; one 
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participant did not report age) from Amazon Mechanical Turk who reside in the United 
States in exchange for a small monetary sum. In this experiment, I manipulated one factor 
(helping condition: helping vs. control) and measured the cultural orientation of participants. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions where they either recalled 
an episode of their recent helping behavior or an episode of daily mundane behavior. 
Procedure As in the previous experiments, participants first completed a baseline mood 
measure (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) and a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & 
Gefland, 1998), followed by a writing task. According to the condition they were assigned to, 
participants either wrote about a past event in which they helped others or one of their daily 
insignificant events. Then, participants proceeded to a consumer dining experience section 
and read the following scenario: 
Dining at a restaurant 
  In this section, we are interested in consumers' dining experiences. Imagine that you 
went to a restaurant for dinner. You had a nice meal at the restaurant with great 
service from a waiter. The total charge for the meal including tax was $20.  
How much would you tip the waiter at the restaurant?  $__________ 
 
After reading the scenario, participants were asked to indicate how much they would like to 
tip the waiter at the restaurant.  
Results and discussion 
I excluded two participants (one participant who did not complete the writing task and 
another participant whose tip amount was 5 SD above the mean), resulting in 150 participants 
(Women = 52, age mean = 35.77, SD = 11.93; one participant did not report age) for the final 
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analysis. To analyze whether leaving tips at a restaurant after recalling a recent helping 
episode varies by the level of HC, I input the type of event they recalled (control = 0, helping 
= 1) as an independent variable and HC (mean-centered) as a moderator, while controlling 
the degree of VI (mean-centered) and baseline mood. Most importantly, in support of the 
hypothesis, there was a significant interaction between HC and helping condition (β = -.34, 
t(145) = -2.08 p = .04) in terms of subsequent tipping behavior. I further examined the 
interaction by conducting a spotlight analysis at 1 SD above and below the mean of HC. 
People high in HC (M= -.23) left significantly smaller tips after recalling a past helping 
behavior than when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = .36) (β = -.58, t(145) = -2.46, p 
= .02). Conversely, people low in HC who completed a helping task (M = -.02) showed a 
slight increase in the amount of tips left compared to those who recalled an episode of daily 
mundane behavior (M = -.14) (β = .12, t(145) = .51, p = .61). All the other coefficients were 
not significant: the main effect of HC (β = .24, t(145) = 1.77, p = .08), helping condition (β = 
-.23, t(145) = -1.42 p = .16) and covariates (VI, β = -.08, t(145) = -.99, p = .32; pre-mood, β = 
.02, t(145) = .26, p = .79).  
These results suggest that people low in HC continue helping others after initial 
engagement in a helping behavior, whereas those high in HC discontinue their helping acts. 
This is presumably driven by emotional outcomes of the initial helping behavior. People low 
in HC would have the emotional boost after helping which would propel them to engage in a 
subsequent helping act (i.e., tipping at the restaurant) to maintain their positive mood. 
Although there was no significant increase in their tip amount after helping (vs. control), the 
fact that they didn’t decrease their tip amount reflects that they were not refraining from a 
subsequent helping act. On the other hand, people high in HC would not have experienced 
the same boost in mood, and therefore were not propelled to participate in a subsequent 
helping behavior, as reflected in their decreased tip amount after helping (vs. control).  
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Figure 5. Tip amount as a function of individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism and 
helping 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 4 
Participants and Design A hundred and seventeen participants from University of Illinois 
(64 Women; Mage = 20.34) participated in a short consumer study. In this study, I 
manipulated helping by randomly assigning participants to recall either an episode of past 
helping behavior (helping condition) or an episode of daily mundane behavior (baseline 
condition). The study employed a mixed design with one manipulated factor (episodic prime 
condition: helping vs. mundane event) and one measured factor (cultural orientation: HC).  
 
Procedure Participants first completed a baseline mood measure (PANAS; Watson et al., 
1988), followed by a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). They then 
proceeded to a writing task. Half of the participants wrote about their own recent episode of 




























lives. Upon completion of the writing task, all participants proceeded to a product evaluation 
task and read the instruction as below: 
Product Value Perception 
In this section, we would like to know how much value consumers perceive from a 
product. We would present you a product on the following screen. Imagine that you 
were in the market looking to buy the presented product, and indicate how much you 
would be willing to pay for the product at this moment in time.  
 
After reading the instruction, participants were asked to indicate how much they were willing 
to pay for a blanket at the moment ($____). Participants then were asked to imagine that they 
were at a coffee shop to order their selection of tea or coffee and how hot or cold they wanted 
their choice of drink to be (1- Very Cold to 7 – Very Hot).  
 
Results and Discussion 
I excluded 2 participants who indicated 5 SD above the mean for willingness to pay 
for the blanket (64 Women; M = 20.33). To examine cultural differences in emotional 
outcomes of helping, episodic prime condition (mundane event = 0, helping event= 1) was 
input as an independent variable, mean-centered HC as a moderator, and (standardized) 
baseline mood and mean-centered VI as covariates for regression analysis. The interaction of 
helping condition and HC was not significant (β = -.12, t(109) = -.61, p = .54). Although the 
interaction was not significant, I further analyzed it by conducting a spotlight analysis at one 
SD above and below the mean of HC. People low in HC did not show a significant difference 
in their willingness to pay for a blanket after recalling a helping event (M = -.11) compared to 
when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = .04; β = -.15, SE = .26, t(109) = -.58, p = 
.56). Also, people high in HC did not show any difference in their willingness to pay for a 
	 78	
blanket after recalling a helping event (M = -.16) compared to when they recalled a daily 
mundane event (M = .23; β = -.38, SE = .27, t(108) = -1.44, p = .15).  
In addition, I tested whether there were significant cultural differences in preference 
for hotness of their drink. I theorized that people low in HC will indicate preference for a 
colder drink after helping (vs. mundane event), presumably because they would have 
experienced a warm glow from helping others. On the other hand, I theorized that people 
high in HC will show less of a difference in preference for hotness of their drink, due to lack 
of a warm glow from helping others. However, there was not any significant interaction 
observed between helping and HC on preference for hotness of their drink (β = -.47, t(109) = 
-1.29, p = .20). I further analyzed the interaction by conducting a spotlight analysis at one SD 
above and below the mean of HC. People low in HC did not show a significant difference in 
their preference for hotness of their drink after recalling a helping event (M = 4.30) compared 
to when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 4.17; β = .12, SE = .50, t(109) = .25, p = 
.81). People high in HC also did not show any difference in their preference for hotness of 
their drink (M = 3.82) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 4.62; β = 
-.79, SE = .50, t(109) = -1.58, p = .12).  
Social warmth and physical warmth are metaphorically associated with each other 
(Williams & Bargh, 2008). Experiencing social warmth such as by having an interaction with 
an experimenter during an experiment (Hahn et al., 2012) or merely reading a message from 
others such as why others loved and appreciated the participant (Inagaki & Eisenberger, 
2013) can make individuals feel warm. I theorized that people low in HC would value a 
blanket less and prefer their drink to be cool (vs. hot) after helping, because they would have 
felt warm after helping. On the other hand, people high in HC would not show such 
difference in their value perception of a blanket or preference for hotness of their drink. This 
is because for people low in HC, helping will be a significant event that involves social 
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interaction they choose to engage in, whereas it will be akin to a daily mundane event for 
people high in HC. However, I failed to find any differences in the measures. This may be 
due to a couple of reasons. It is possible that the measures were not sensitive enough to detect 
one’s boost in warmth after helping. Also, emotional boost and social warmth are different 
constructs and helping may not influence social warmth.   
 
 
Figure 6. Willingness to pay for a blanket as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal 






































Figure 7. Preference for hotness of a drink as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal 
Collectivism and helping  
 
 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 5 
Participants and Design A hundred and thirty-four participants from MTurk (55 Women; 
Mage = 34.87) participated in a short consumer study. In this study, I manipulated helping by 
randomly assigning participants to recall either an episode of past helping behavior (helping 
condition) or an episode of daily mundane behavior (baseline condition). Participants were 
then instructed to write about these episodes. The study employed a mixed design with one 
manipulated factor (episodic prime condition: helping vs. mundane event) and one measured 
factor (cultural orientation: HC).  
 
Procedure Participants first completed a baseline mood measure (PANAS; Watson et al., 
































proceeded to a writing task. Half of the participants wrote about their own recent episode of 
engagement in a helping act and the other half wrote about a mundane event from their daily 
lives. Upon completion of the writing task, all participants proceeded to indicate their mood 
using the Emmons mood indicator. Then, they indicated how they felt about themselves using 
a state self-esteem scale by Heatherton and Polivy (1991). The scale consists of performance, 
social (i.e., individual’s self-image to their social group), and appearance subscales.  
 
Results and Discussion 
I excluded 3 participants who did not complete the writing task (55 Women; M = 
35.02). To examine cultural differences in emotional outcomes of helping, episodic prime 
condition (mundane event = 0, helping event= 1) was input as an independent variable, mean-
centered HC as a moderator, and (standardized) baseline mood and mean-centered VI as 
covariates for regression analysis. The interaction of helping condition and HC was not 
significant (β = .12, t(125) = .61, p = .55). I further analyzed the interaction by conducting a 
spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. People low in HC did not 
show a significant difference in their mood after recalling a helping event (M = -.37) 
compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = -.81; β = .44, SE = .33, t(125) = 
1.35, p = .18). However, people high in HC seemed to experience a boost in their mood after 
recalling a helping event (M = .96) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event 
(M = .30; β = .72, SE = .31, t(125) = 2.28, p = .02). Although the interaction was not 
significant, contrasts in the interaction were opposite to my hypothesis.  
In addition, I tested whether there were significant cultural differences in self-esteem. 
I theorized that people low in HC will demonstrate increased self-esteem after helping. On 
the other hand, I theorized that people high in HC will show less of a difference in their self-
esteem. However, there was not any significant interaction observed between helping and 
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culture on any of the self-esteem subscales. First, I looked into the performance subscale (β = 
-.14, t(125) = -1.67, p = .10). To understand trends of HC in the interaction, even though the 
interaction was not significant, I further analyzed the interaction by conducting a spotlight 
analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. People low in HC showed a significant 
increase in their evaluation of performance after recalling a helping event (M = 3.96) 
compared to a daily mundane event (M = 3.69; β = .27, SE = .14, t(125) = 1.96, p = .05). 
However, people high in HC did not show any difference in perception of their performance 
after recalling a helping event (M = 4.16) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane 
event (M = 4.21; β = -.05, SE = .13, t(125) = -.39, p = .70).  
Next, I looked into the interaction between HC and helping on the social subscale. 
Although the interaction was not significant (β = -.12, t(125) = -1.05, p = .29), I further 
analyzed the interaction by conducting a spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the 
mean of HC. People low in HC showed a significant increase in their evaluation of their 
performance after recalling a helping event (M = 3.67) compared to a daily mundane event 
(M = 3.52; β = .16, SE = .18, t(125) = .86, p = .39). Also, people high in HC did not show 
any difference in their mood after recalling a helping event (M = 3.64) compared to when 
they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 3.75; β = -.11, SE = .18, t(125) = -.64, p = .52).  
Finally, I looked into the interaction between HC and helping on the appearance 
subscale (β = -.15, t(125) = -1.30, p = .19). I further analyzed the interaction by conducting a 
spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. People low in HC showed a 
significant increase in their evaluation of appearance after recalling a helping event (M = 
3.48) compared to a daily mundane event (M = 3.31; β = .18, SE = .18, t(125) = .99, p = .32). 
Also, people high in HC did not show any difference in their evaluation of appearance after 
recalling a helping event (M = 3.85) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event 
(M = 4.00; β = -.15, SE = .17, t(125) = -.87, p = .39).  
	 83	
Although the interaction between HC and helping for performance self-esteem (i.e., 
one of the subscales of the self-esteem measure) showed a pattern as I predicted, it was not 
significant. Findings from this study suggest that how one perceives self after helping may 
not be the underlying mechanism for the observed cultural differences in outcomes of helping 
(Experiments 1 – 2). 
 
Figure 8. Post-helping mood as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism 


























Figure 9. Performance self-esteem as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal 
Collectivism and helping  
 
Figure 10. Social self-esteem as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal 



















































Figure 11. Appearance self-esteem as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal 
Collectivism and helping  
 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 6 
Participants and Design A hundred and seventy-four participants from University of Illinois 
took part in exchange for an extra course credit (76 Women; Mage = 20.27). This experiment 
employed a mixed design with one manipulated factor (task: helping-relevant versus helping-
irrelevant) and one measured factor (cultural orientation: HC) as in Experiment 1A. 
Participants were randomly assigned to a helping or control condition.  
 
Procedure First, participants completed a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gelfand, 
1998), and proceeded to read a fact regarding K.I.D.S. (a children’s charity). Next, all 
participants completed the same logo design task. However, half of the participants were 
randomly assigned to a helping condition, and read that designing a new logo could increase 

























were randomly assigned to the control condition, read that the task was a simple auto-motor 
drawing task. Finally, participants proceeded to recall two past events in which they were the 
center of attention (i.e., giving an individual presentation, having a conversation with a 
friend) and two past events in which they were not the center of attention (i.e., being in a 
group performance, watching the news). For each event, participants answered 1) how 
vividly they remembered this occasion, 2) how emotional they felt about this occasion, and 3) 
how positively they felt about this occasion (adapted from Cohen & Gunz, 2002). Finally, 
they read that the past memories could be recollected either as first-person memories or as 
third-person memories, and rated how they recalled each event (entirely a first-person 
memory 1 – entirely a third-person memory 7).   
 
Results and Discussion 
I excluded 1 participant who did not complete the survey (76 Women; M = 20.27). To 
examine cultural differences in recollection of events after helping, helping task (helping-
irrelevant =0, helping-relevant =1) was input as an independent variable, mean-centered HC 
as a moderator, and (standardized) baseline mood and mean-centered VI as covariates for 
regression analysis.  
First, I examined whether cultural differences emerged for events in which 
individuals were the center of attention. No interactions were significant between helping and 
HC for how vividly they felt about the events (β = -.01, t(168) = -.10, p = .92), how 
emotional they felt about the events (β = .02, t(168) = .11, p = .91), how positively they felt 
about the events (β = .001, t(168) = .01, p = .99), and whether the event was recalled as a 
first-person or a third-person memory (β = -.35, t(168) = -.79, p = .43).  
Then, I examined whether cultural differences emerged for events in which 
individuals were not the center of attention. No interactions were significant between helping 
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and HC for how vividly they felt about the events (β = .01, t(168) = .08, p = .94), how 
positively they felt about the events (β = .11, t(168) = .72, p = .47), and whether the event 
was recalled as a first-person or a third-person memory (β = -.47, t(168) = -1.14, p = .26). A 
cultural difference did emerge in how emotional the individuals felt about the events (β = .48, 
t(168) = 2.58, p = .01). I further analyzed the interaction by conducting a spotlight analysis at 
one SD above and below the mean of HC. People low in HC did not show a difference in 
how emotional they felt about events in which they were not in the center of attention (i.e., 
being in a group performance, watching news) after completing a helping-irrelevant event (M 
= 2.90) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 2.75; β = -.15, SE = .21, 
t(168) = -.70, p = .48). On the other hand, people high in HC felt more emotional about 
events in which they were not the center of attention after recalling a helping-irrelevant event 
(M = 2.64) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 3.27; β = .63, SE = 
.21, t(168) = 2.97, p <.01) (Pearson’s correlation r for 2 items = .20, p < .01).  
In this experiment, I expected cultural differences to emerge in how individuals recall 
events in which they are not the center of attention. To be specific, I theorized that people 
low in HC will recall events in which they were not the center of attention as first-person (vs. 
third-person) memories after helping, resonating with their construal of helping as an agentic 
and self-determined behavior. On the other hand, I expected people high in HC will not show 
any difference in how they recall the events after helping, because the helping act will be akin 
to a daily chore and automatic behavior for them. However, results did not support my 
hypotheses. 
Instead, I found people high in HC feel more emotional about events in which they 
were not the center of attention (i.e., being in a group performance, watching news) after 
helping. For people high in HC, those events may shift their attention to others rather than to 
themselves. Although such a shift is not captured in how they recall their events in first-
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person (vs. third-person) memories, it seemed to be reflected in emotional intensity felt 
towards the events. However, it is hard to draw a conclusion because emotional intensity was 
captured with only one item per event.  
 
Figure 12. Emotional intensity for events that individuals are not in the center of attention as 
a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism and non-helping   
 
PILOT EXPERIMENT 7 
Participants and Design A hundred and twenty-one participants from MTurk (46 Women; 
Mage = 31.75) participated in a short consumer study. In this study, I manipulated non-helping 
by randomly assigning participants to recall either an episode of a past event in which they 
did not happen to help another person or people who needed help (non-helping condition) or 
an episode of a daily mundane event (baseline condition). Participants were then instructed to 
write about these episodes. The study employed a mixed design with one manipulated factor 
(episodic prime condition: non-helping vs. mundane event) and one measured factor (cultural 























































Procedure Participants first completed a baseline mood measure (PANAS; Watson et al., 
1988) followed by a cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). They then 
proceeded to a writing task. Half of the participants wrote about their own recent episode of 
not engaging in a helping act and the other half wrote about a mundane event from their daily 
lives. Upon completion of the writing task, I measured how guilty they felt at the moment 
using a 5-item measure adapted from The State Shame and Guilt scale (Marschall, Sanftner, 
& Tangney, 1994) (e.g., I felt bad about something I have done; 5 items alpha = .91).  
 
Results and Discussion 
I excluded 11 participants who did not complete the writing task or did not complete the 
whole survey (42 Women; M = 32.14). To examine cultural differences in feeling guilty after 
non-helping, episodic prime condition (mundane event = 0, non-helping event= 1) was input 
as an independent variable, mean-centered HC as a moderator, and (standardized) baseline 
mood and mean-centered VI as covariates for regression analysis. The interaction of helping 
condition and HC was not significant (β = -.03, t(104) = -.18, p = .86). I further analyzed the 
interaction by conducting a spotlight analysis at one SD above and below the mean of HC. 
People low in HC felt more guilty after recalling a non-helping event (M = 3.16) compared to 
when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 2.01; β = 1.16, SE = .30, t(104) = 3.90, p < 
.001). People high in HC also expressed more guilt after recalling a non-helping event (M = 
3.80) compared to when they recalled a daily mundane event (M = 2.72; β = 1.08, SE = .29, 
t(104) = 3.71, p <.001). 
I hypothesized that people high in HC would feel guiltier for not engaging in helping, 
because helping is akin to an everyday behavior they automatically engage in. On the other 
hand, people low in HC would feel little guilt after not engaging in helping, because helping 
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is more of an optional behavior that they choose to engage in. Thus, not engaging in a helping 
act would impact people high in HC more than those low in HC. However, results did not 
confirm this hypothesis. People low in HC and high in HC do not seem to differ in feelings of 
guilt after not helping others. This may be because the self-report measure of guilt used in 
this experiment is not refined enough to reflect how they truly felt after not helping.  
 
 
Figure 13. Feeling guilty as a function of an individual’s level of Horizontal Collectivism and 
























APPENDIX 2:  
MEASURES USED IN EXPERIMENTS 1 - 4 
1) Cultural orientation measure (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998)  
 
Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement with each statement. Please 
donot spend too much time on any one item.  
1 Strongly disagree – 7 Strongly agree 
 
1. I'd rather depend on myself than others. 
2. I rely on myself most of the time; I rarely rely on others. 
3. I often do "my own thing." 
4. My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me.  
5. It is important that I do my job better than others. 
6. Winning is everything. 
7. Competition is the law of nature. 
8. When another person does better than I do, I get tense and aroused.  
9. If a coworker gets a prize, I would feel proud. 
10. The well-being of my coworkers is important to me.  
11. To me, pleasure is spending time with others. 
12. I feel good when I cooperate with others.  
13. Parents and children must stay together as much as possible. 
14. It is my duty to take care of my family, even when 1 have to sacrifice what I want.  
15. Family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are required. 
16. It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups.  




2) PANAS (Baseline mood measure; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988)  
How Are You Feeling Right Now? 
Now, we would like to understand how you feel right now. Below is a list of words that 
describe different feelings and emotions.  Please read each item and indicate to what extent 
you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment.  
 Use the following scale to record your answers: 























[Used in EXPERIMENT 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3, & 4] 
 
3) K.I.D.S. information 
Interesting Fact 
Before we proceed to the next study, we want to introduce you an interesting fact as a 
refresher. Have you heard of K.I.D.S.?  
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K.I.D.S. stands for 'Kids In Distressed Situations'. It is making a huge difference in the lives 
of millions of children all over the world.  
 
The idea behind K.I.D.S. is simple. One caring response to one child in the crisis of poverty, 
with a donation of one new piece of clothing, a pair of shoes, a toy or book of their own. It’s 
about one gift, to one child at a time that builds hope, self-esteem and an opportunity to 
succeed.  
 
K.I.D.S. is currently supporting homeless children and families, children challenged by low 
literacy, victims of domestic abuse, children with serious illness, and military families. 
This year, K.I.D.S. celebrated its 28th Anniversary. 
 
Please indicate whether you have heard of K.I.D.S. before. 
Yes ---- No 
[Used in EXPERIMENT 1A] 
 
4) Design Logo Task  
 
A. Instruction for a helping condition 
 
Here is a task that provides you with a chance to help K.I.D.S.  Please help to design a new 
logo that can increase awareness and engagement with the charity. The logo can be any 
simple design (e.g., symbol or animated character). There are no strict guidelines in creation 
of such a design. 
Please use the materials (pen and paper) provided on the desk for your design. Thank you! 
To provide you sufficient amount of time to work on this task, the next study is delayed for 3 
minutes.  
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B. Instruction for a control condition 
 
Here is a simple auto-motor drawing task, which involves drawing a logo. The logo can be 
any simple design (e.g., symbol or animated character). There are no strict guidelines in 
creation of such a design.   
Please use the materials (pen and paper) provided on the desk for your design. Thank you! 
To provide you sufficient amount of time to work on this task, the next study is delayed for 3 
minutes.  
[Used in EXPERIMENT 1A] 
 
 
5) Emmons mood indicator (Post-helping mood measure; Diener & Emmons, 1984)  
 
We know that you have completed a mood survey previously. However, we are interested in 
how you feel at this moment prior to the next task. 
Please read each item and indicate to what extent you feel this way RIGHT NOW that is, at 
the present moment.   
Use the following scale to record your answers: 











[Used in EXPERIMENT 1A, 1B, 2A & 2B] 
 
6) Demographic data 
What is your gender? 
What is your age? 
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With what racial group do you identify yourself? 
In terms of ethnic group (e.g., German, Chinese, European American, Asian American) what 
do you consider yourself to be?  
What is your primary language? 
Where (e.g., the United States, China, Germany, Singapore) were you when you were a 
middle school student? 
Where (e.g., the United States, China, Germany, Singapore) were you when you were a high 
school student? 
For how many years of your life have you lived in the U.S.? 
[Used in EXPERIMENT 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3 & 4] 
 
7) Recall task instruction  
A) Helping condition 
Recalling a past event 
In this task, we would like you to recall the moment when you helped someone. Please close 
your eyes for about 30 seconds and think about the time when you helped someone. The 
continue button will appear in about 30 seconds. Now please take some time to write about 
the event you just recalled. 
 
B) Control Condition 
Recalling a past event 
 
In this task, we would like you to recall part of your daily life that may be trivial and even 
pass without your awareness. Please close your eyes for about 30 seconds and think about the 
time. The continue button will appear in about 30 seconds. Now please take some time to 
write about the event you just recalled. 
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[Used in EXPERIMENT 1B; Only helping condition was used in 2A & 2B] 
 
9) Please rate how much each of these words describe you. (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 
2007) 









[Used in EXPERIMENT 1B] 
 
10) The Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS; Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000) 
Now please use the following scale to indicate the extent to which each statement below 
describes the reason why you engaged in the activity at that moment. 
Not at all 1 – Very much 7 
1. Because I think that this activity is interesting 
2. Because I am doing it for my own good 
3. Because I am supposed to do it 
4. There may be good reasons to do this activity, but personally I don't see any. 
5. Because I think that this activity is pleasant 
6. Because I think that this activity is good for me. 
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7. Because it is something that I have to do. 
8. I do this activity but I am not sure if it is worth it. 
9. Because this activity is fun. 
10. By personal decision. 
11. Because I don’t have any choice. 
12. I don’t know; I don’t see what this activity brings me. 
13. Because I feel good when doing this activity. 
14. Because I believe that this activity is important for me 
15. Because I feel that I have to do it 
16. I do this activity, but I am not sure it is a good thing to pursue it. 
[Used in EXPERIMENT 1B] 
 
11) Conceptualization of Helping Manipulation  
A) Choice condition  
Helping others is a choice  
People view helping others as a personal choice. In other words, people generally think of 
helping others as a voluntary decision. With an emphasis on volunteerism, committing to 
helping others is regarded as arising out of personal motivation such as good will. 
Characterized by a sense of free choice, people often have considerable discretion over 
whether to help others. 
 
B) Obligation condition 
Helping others is a duty 
People view helping others as a moral obligation. In other words, people generally think of 
helping others as being required of them. With an emphasis on duty, committing to helping 
	 98	
others is regarded as arising out of a sense of obligation emphasized by societal norms. 
Characterized by responsibility, people consider others as part of their lives and believe they 
must help them.   
[Used in EXPERIMENT 2A] 
 
12) Advertisement evaluation 
 
Not appealing                    Very appealing 
1         2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
Dislike                                Like 




Not appealing                    Very appealing 
1         2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
Dislike                                Like 
1         2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
 
[Used in EXPERIMENT 3] 
 
13) Music Preferences 
In this section, we are interested in consumers' music preferences. Please indicate how much 
you would like to listen to each song we list in the following page.  
Please indicate how much you would like to listen to the song titled as following: 
1 Not at all – 7 very much 
1. 'Dance, Dance' 
2. 'Crying' 
3. 'Banana Boat and Giggle' 
4. 'Rainy Days' 
5. 'Don't Worry, Be Happy' 
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6. 'A Lalala Shake' 
7. 'Laughs and Swings' 
8. 'Gloomy Sunday' 
9. 'Tears in My Heart' 
10. 'Feeling Blue' 
 
[Used in EXPERIMENT 4] 
 
14) Manipulation check of songs 
Please indicate the extent to which you thought each song would sound cheerful or sad. 
1 very sad – 7 very cheerful 
1. 'Dance, Dance' 
2. 'Crying' 
3. 'Banana Boat and Giggle' 
4. 'Rainy Days' 
5. 'Don't Worry, Be Happy' 
6. 'A Lalala Shake' 
7. 'Laughs and Swings' 
8. 'Gloomy Sunday' 
9. 'Tears in My Heart' 
10. 'Feeling Blue' 
 
[Used in EXPERIMENT 4] 
 
15) State self-esteem scale (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991) 
This is a questionnaire designed to measure what you are thinking at this moment. There is of 
course, no right answer for any statement. The best answer is what you feel is true of yourself 
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at the moment. Be sure to answer all of the items, even if you are not certain of the best 
answer. Again, answer these questions as they are true for you RIGHT NOW. 
1 = not at all 2 = a little bit 3 = somewhat 4 = very much 5 = extremely 
 
1. I feel confident about my abilities.  
2. I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure. 
3. I feel satisfied with the way my body looks right now.  
4. I feel frustrated or rattled about my performance.  
5. I feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read.  
6. I feel that others respect and admire me.  
7. I am dissatisfied with my weight.  
8. I feel self-conscious. 
9. I feel as smart as others.  
10. I feel displeased with myself.  
11. I feel good about myself.  
12. I am pleased with my appearance right now.  
13. I am worried about what other people think of me.  
14. I feel confident that I understand things.  
15. I feel inferior to others at this moment.  
16. I feel unattractive.  
17. I feel concerned about the impression I am making.  
18. I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others.  
19. I feel like I’m not doing well.  
20. I am worried about looking foolish.  
Items 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 are reverse-scored. Sum scores from all items 
and keep scale as a continuous measure of state self esteem. The subcomponents are scored 
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as follows: Performance Self-esteem items: 1, 4, 5, 9, 14, 18, 19. Social Self-esteem items: 2, 
8, 10, 13, 15, 17, 20. Appearance Self-esteem items: 3, 6, 7, 11, 12, 16.  
 
[Used in PILOT EXPERIMENT 5] 
 
16) The state shame and guilt (Marschall, Sanftner, & Tangney, 1994) 
Now, we would like to understand HOW YOU FELT RIGHT AFTER THE RECALLED 
EVENT HAPPENED. 
Please reflect back to your state of mind when the recalled event happened and indicate on 
the following scales on how you were feeling at that moment: 
1 = not felt this way at all - 7 = felt this way very strongly 
 
1. I felt bad about something I have done. 
2. I felt like apologizing, confessing. 
3. I could not stop thinking about something bad I have done. 
4. I felt tension about something I have done. 
5. I felt remorse, regret. 
 
[Used in PILOT EXPERIMENT 7] 
 
